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LONDON, MARCH 10, 1883. 








CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ax m84 was prevalent previously to the meeting of the Rule 
Committee of Judges last week, that the draft of the new rules 
was to be completed at that meeting. We believe there was no 
foundation for this impression. It is understood that the com- 
mittee are still far from a settlement, and that there is no prospect 
of the rules coming out for some considerable time. 


1 





A SPECIAL GENERAL MEETING of the members of the Incorporated 
law Society will be held on Friday, the 27th of April, 1883. 
This intimation is given for the purpose of affording members an 

rtunity of sending to the secretary on or before the 27th of 
‘March instant copies of any resolutions they may desire to propose 
# the meeting. Due notice of the meeting will afterwards be 
given in accordance with the bye-laws. 





Tue Provisions of the Government measure for amending the 
law relating to contempt of court will be known to our readers, 
through the Lord CHancetior’s speech, before these columns are 
published, but it is understood that the leading proposals will be 
the establishment of a maximum period of imprisonment for a 
contempt not continued or repeated; and a power to the Attorney- 
‘General to apply for the release of prisoners committed for con- 
tempt. We have often in former years advocated some limitation 
of the present power to commit for contempt, and we welcome the 
effort now to be made to impose reasonable restrictions upon it. We 
‘necessarily write before the Lord Cuancettor’s statement has been 
reported, but we believe that it is not intended to deal with the 
‘tase of contempts committed by interference with wards of court, 
‘and that proposals will be made for the amendment of the law as 
to technical contempts. 





'- We vortcep in our last issue the important difference which exists 
‘between the provisions as to criminal appeal contained in the 
€riminal Appeal Bill and in the Criminal Code (Indictable Offences 
Procedure) Bill, both of which measures are introduced by the 
“Government. We believe that the explanation of this discrepancy 
‘is to'be found in the circumstance that the Procedure Bill is in 
tedlity the judges’ bill, while the Appeal Bill represents the views 
of the Government on the question of criminal appeal. It is 
“understood that the Government were preparing a Procedure Bill, 
‘in which the Criminal Code, as finally settled by the committee of 
Judges to whom it was referred, was to some extent altered ; but, 
Owing to certain representations, presumably from the authors or 
“Tevisers of the code, it was decided to present to Parliament the 
procedure part of the code in all material respects as it had been 
settled by the judges, and at the same time to lay before the House 
m a separate Bill the provisions on the subject which the Govern- 
ment consider ought to be adopted. 





for the use in evidence by any party at the trial of an action of any 
one or more of the answers of the opposite party to intérrogatoriés, 
without putting in the others. New rules under order 36 pre- 
scribe that where a bill of costs has not been taxed on the day of 
trial, it shall be delivered to the registrar within seven days of 
the day of trial; that where any party is dissatisfied with the 
taxation he shall deliver and carry in objections in writing, and 
that upon such application the taxing officer shall review his taxa- 
tion. Another rule under this order provides for allowances to 
scientific witnesses in actions under the Employers’ Liability Act 
and the Rivers Pollution Prevention Act. Additional provisions are 
made as to service on a solicitor acting for a m an action, 
and there are new rules relating to the Inferior Courts’ Judgments 
Extension Act, 1882, and the Married Womens’ Property Act, 
1882. 





A VERY IMPoRTANT and, in our opinion, most undesirable, change 
in the law and practice of bankruptcy will be effected if sub-clause 
3 of clause 7 of the Government Bankruptcy Bill be passed in its 
present form. Clause 7 regulates the proceedings and order ona 
creditor’s petition, and the sub-clause we refer to is as follows :— 
“Tf the court is not satisfied with the proof of the petitioning 
creditor’s debt, or is not satisfied that the debtor is unable to pay 
his debts, the court may dismiss the petition.” The previous sub- 
clause requires only proof of the petitioning creditor’s debt and of 
an act of bankruptcy having been committed by the debtor to 
enable the court to make a receiving order; the words im that sub- 
clause being similar to the words in section 8 of the present Act— 
viz., ‘‘and if satisfied with such proof shall make a receiving order,” 
instead of ‘shall adjudge the debtor to be bankrupt” as in the 
section. It has always been sufficient for a creditor to prove the 
requisites to ground a bankruptcy petition in order to entitlé him 
to adjudication, but if, in addition to this, he must in the futute 
prove that the debtor petitioned against is unable to pay his debts, 
there is no telling what it may lead to. The words would seem to 
throw the onus of proof of the debtor’s inability to pay upo 
the petitioning creditor, who might be unable to prove thi 
though, as a matter of fact, the debtor might be utterly in- 
solvent. The policy of thé present and all précéding bank 
ruptéy laws has been to make the committing of act of 
bankruptcy the sole test, and to make any altération from thi 
will be, m our opinion, to introduce a most vicious principle. 
We observe that by clause 102 of the Bill it is provided that “the 
court may adjourn any petition, either conditionally or uncon- 
ditionally, for the procurement of further evidence, or for any 
other just cause, or may dismiss the petition with or without 
costs, as the court thinks just.” We think it highly inconyenient 
that the provisions relating to the hearing of petitions should be sepa- 
rated in this way, and we suggest that sub-clause 3 of clause 7 should 
be amended, and that clause 102 should be incorporated therewith, 
so that the sub-clause shall read, “If the court is not satisfied with 
the proof of the petitioning creditor’s debt, or that an act of bank- 
ruptcy, available for the grounding of a receiving order, has been 
committed by the debtor, the court may adjourn the hearing of the 
petition, either conditionally or unconditionally, for the procure- 
ment of further evidence, or for any other just cause, or it may 
dismiss the petition, either with’or without costs, as the court may 





think just.” This would be following out section 8 of the present 





568. We rustisx elsewhere a batch of new County Court Rules which | Act, and would, in our opinion, be a decided improvement as a 
yange came into operation on the Ist inst. Many of the rules effect | matter both of law and of form. 

on of comparatively slight alterations in the Rules of 1875, relating to | 

B® the same subject-matter, but a new rule, in substitution for rule 8 | 

foe of order UF atc: for the case of the plaintiff failing to comply| A corresronpENT in another column inquires as to how far 
sick /™ith the defendant’s notice for further particulars, and gives power | section 9 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, is to be construed strictly, 


‘tothe judge at the trial, if satisfied that the defendant has thereby | and the specific question he puts is whether a bill of sale can 

been : udiced in his defence, to order the plaintiff to file and | be given to cover a current trading or banking account? T 

‘Wéliver full particulars: A new rule ade 'té order 14 provides ' section in question states that “a bill of sale made or given by 
19 
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of security for the ent of money by the grantor thereof shall 
be void 2 Foe ee a accordance with the form in the schedule to 
this Act annexed.” The words “shall be void” are as strong as 
words can well be, but they are immediately followed by the 
words ‘in accordance With,” which are, to say the least, extremely 
vague. The opinion we have formed in reference to this section, 
taking both these expressions into account, is, that bills of sale 
must vary from the form as little as possible, and that if they do 
not vary from it more than is absolutely necessary, they will be 
held to comply with the requirements of this section. For instance, 
nothing can be more reasonable than that a bill of sale should be 
given to secure a guarantor, as where a guarantor guarantees 
another’s overdraft at his banker’s ; but a bill of sale given as security 
for such a guaranty could not be made to literally follow the form of 
bill given in the schedule to the Act. If, however, a bill given to 
secure such a guaranty deviated from the prescribed form only to 
the extent necessary to give the necessary security, we consider 
that it would be held to be a valid security under the Bills of Sale 
Act, 1882. Again, where, as in the case put by our correspondent, 
a bill of sale is given directly to a banker or trading firm to secure 
an overdrawn account, it is equally impossible to literally follow 
the form given in the schedule ; still, we consider that if such a 
bill deviates from the form given in the schedule only to the 
extent necessary to give the required security and no further, it 
will, if disputed, be held to be in substantial compliance with the 
requirements of the Act. We consider that such a decision would 
be wholly reasonable as the Act stands; but when it is further 
taken into consideration that both the Act itself and the form of 
bill of sale given in the schedule are neither of them very successful 
specimens of drafting, it is the less likely that they will be con- 
strued with rigour as against those who show a willingness to 
comply with the requirements as far as they are able to do so. 
We had formed this opinion as to the construction to be put upon 
the 9th section of the Act before the decision in Wilson v. Kirkwood 
(supra, p. 296) was given, and that}judgment entirely confirms us 


in our opinion. 





THe sENTENCE of one year’s imprisonment without hard labour 
imposed by Mr. Justice Norra in Reg v. Foote, upon a convic- 
tion for blasphemous libel, has been criticized for its severity, 
and naturally leads to the inquiry whether there is any and what 
limit to the punishment which can be inflicted for this kind of 
offence. The offence being a common law misdemeanor for which 
no punishment is specially prescribed, we take it to be clear law 
that, as it is put in Mr. Justice Srepuen’s Digest of the Criminal 
Law, article 22, the party convicted is “liable to fine and im- 
prisonment without hard labour, both or either, and to be put under 
recognizances to keep the peace and be of good behaviour at the 
discretion of the court.” A similar rule is laid down in Russell on 
Crimes, vol. 1, p. 197, and in Chitty’s Criminal Law, at p. 710; 
but it is observed by the learned author of the latter work that, 
“‘it must not be understood that the power thus vested in the 
judges is a mere arbitrary discretion; they can do nothing con- 

to Charta and the fundamental principles of our 
legal system,” and an instance is cited of the House of Lords 
remitting a fine of £30,000 imposed by judges upon a Duke of 
Devonsutre for striking within the limits of one of his Majesty’s 
palaces, on the ground that their conduct was oppressive and illegal. 
It should be pointed out that the common law offence for which 
Foorg was ‘convicted is, in a great measure, distinct from the 
statutory offence created by 9 & 10 Will. 3, c. 32, “for the more 
effectual suppressing of blasphemy and profaneness,” by which 
persons convicted of having, “‘by writing, printing, teaching, or 
advised speaking,” denied the Divine authority of the Holy 
Scriptures, of the Old and New Testament, and other doctrines, are 
disabled from holding any offices or employments, ecclesiastical, 
civil, or military. The punishment for a second offence against that 
Act is, in addition to certain further disqualifications, ‘imprisonment 
for the space of three years without bail or mainprise.” Whether 
the statute 60 Geo. 3 & 1 Geo. 4, c. 8, which empowers a court 
to order the seizure and destruction of all copies of a libel in the 
possession of a person convicted of blasphemous libel, applies to 
the case of a conviction for the statutory offence, is, perhaps, 
doubtful, but where there has been a conviction for the common 


" law offence, that statute would, no doubt, apply. The statutory 


offence appears to consist in the dissemination of particular false 





—— 


doctrines, whereas the common law offence consists in the ridiculing 
of sacred names or things in general. 





Tue opsERvATIons of the judges of the Court of Appeal in the 
recent case of Guinness vy. Land Corporation of Ireland (Limited), 
reported in last week’s issue of the Wxexty Reporter, on the 
decision in In re The Dronfield Silkstone Coal Company (29 W.R. 
768, L. R. 17 Ch. D. 76) should be noted. It is by no means 
unusual to find powers given in the articles of association of a 
limited company which are capable of being construed as an 
alteration of the conditions contained in the memorandum; and in 


particular a-power is often given to a company by its articles to . 


purchase shares from its shareholders, although the memorandum 
contains no express authority to do so. It has been supposed that 
this power rests on the same footing as the powers to accept a 
surrender or declare a forfeiture of shares, and that the effect of 
the decision in the Dronfield case was that such a power, although 
contained only in the articles, is not illegal or invalid, if it is used 
bond fide, and not as a means of reducing the capital of the com- 
pany. In the case of Guinness v. The Land a of 
Lreland, however, Lord Justice Corron, who was one of the judges 
who decided the Dronfield case, explains that decision as follows :— 
“The Dronfield case was this. There was a discretionary power 
to expend the capital of the company in buying shares. It was 
decided, I think, in the court below, upon two grounds, that that 
was enabling the company to traffic in shares, which was to 

in a new business, and also that it was a reduction of capital. 
The court decided against those points, and this matter which we 
have now to consider [i.e., whether the articles can be read with 
the memorandum in order to supply powers not conferred by the 
latter] does not seem to have been much considered. .. 
that case, as [the power in the articles] had been reasonably used 
—not used as the means ofa cloak to diminish the capital—and the 
shares were not in any way cancelled or put an end to, but were 
re-issuable, we were of opinion that that was an article which did 
give the power to the directors which they exercised, and that 
the person whose shares they bought was not to be considered as 
still a shareholder, on the ground that the directors had no power 
to enter into a bargain with him.” These observations seem to 
indicate a disposition to confine the decision in the Dronfield case 
within strict limits, and it will be advisable in future, in framing 
the memorandum and articles of a company, to observe very care- 
fully that the articles do not contain anything which can be 
construed as an alteration of the conditions contained in the 
memorandum. 





WHILE EXPRESSING our general approval of the form of the 
Government Bankruptcy Bill, and the manner in which its several 
parts have been divided and arranged, we must take exception to 
the principle which has actuated the framers of the Bill of consigning 
several of the points dealt with in the first and second schedules to 
these schedules, instead of dealing with them in the body of the Bill. 
The majority of the rules in the schedules relate to procedure only, 
but several of them lay down principles and rules of law which we 
think ought to be incorporated in the body of the Bill. We would 
instance more particularly rules 12 and 13 of the first schedule, 
as to voting powers of certain creditors, and rules 19—22 of the 
second schedule, regulating proofs in respect of distinct contracts, 
periodical payments, interest, and debts payable at a future time. 
The point may not appear to the general public to be of much im- 
portance, but it may cause considerable inconvenience to the profes- 
sion, as it will occasion three different references upon several points 
—first, to the Bill itself ; secondly, to the schedules ; and, thirdly, to 
the rules of court to be made under clause 119. 








In the Queen’s Bench Division, on Wednesday, Mr. Jastioe Stephen 
observed, during an interval in the proceedings:—“ I wish to say & 
upon a subject that has deeply affected me, and I ha¥e no doobt many of 
the members of this profession—I mean the death of our friend, Mr, W. G- 
Harrison, I have known him personally for probably a Jonger time then 
almost avy other member either of the bench or of the bar. He was & 
friend of not much less than forty years’ standing. I do not think that ® 
more honourable or a more amiable man ever in these courts. 

very marked abilities, and they were set off rather, perhape, than 
diminished by some harmless eccentricities, which endeared him to those 
who knew bim. ‘The profession bas sustained a great loss by his deat, 
which was as unexpected as it is sad.” 
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THE CRIMINAL PROCEDURE BILL. 


Tas Criminal Code (Indictable Offences Procedure) Bill consists of 
131 clauses. Many of these clauses, particularly those which incor- 
the first of Jervis’s Acts, and which deal with criminal 
pleading, with examination of the prisoner, and challenges to the 
jury, are taken from or suggested by the ‘Criminal Code”? which 
was first presented to Parliament in 1878; but the framework of 
the new Bill is so very different from “Part VII.” of the Code, 
which was entitled ‘‘ Procedure,” and so many new provisions are 
introduced, that it will be desirable to deal with the Bill as if it 
were anew measure. We propose to go through the more import- 
ant provisions, dwelling especially on novelties. There are ten 
“parts,” entitled—I., ‘‘General” ; II., ‘‘ Compelling Appearance 
of Accused before Justices”; III., ‘‘ Procedure on Appearance of 
Accused”; IV., ‘‘ Place and Mode of Trial”; V., ‘‘ Indictments” ; 
VI., “ Preferring Indictments”; VII., “Trial” ; VITI., ‘Appeal ” ; 
IX., ‘Costs, Restitution,” &c.; and X., ‘‘ Repeal ”—which seems 
to be a good and orderly division, except that ‘‘ Appeal” ought 
surely to have been placed after, and not before, ‘‘ Costs, Restitu- 

ion,” &e. 

7 General.—By clause 2 it is proposed that the Act shall come 
into force on the 29th of December, 1883. If the passing of the 

Bill should be postponed till August, this would, we think, be 

rather too early a date, considering that all preliminaries under the 

Act will have to be taken before justices of the peace. By clause 

4it is directed that ‘‘night” is to mean the interval between 

9pm. and 6 a.m., ‘‘ local mean time.’”’ The hours are the same as 
those fixed by the Larceny Act, 1861, in connection with the offence of 
burglary, but the expression ‘local mean time ” is new, and is an un- 
fortunate departure from the Statutes Definition of Time Act, 1880, 
which prescribes Greenwich mean time in all cases. The difference is 
never very great, perhaps twenty minutes at the outside, but as 
Greenwich time is more easily aseertainable than local time, and 
has also been fixed by a general statute, we think this small 
departure would prove to be inconvenient. To clause 6, which 
exempts from the Act indictments for a common nuisance “ other 
than such a common nuisance as endangers the lives, safety, or 
health of the public, or injures the person of any individual,” we 
have a decided objection. The common nuisances not compre- 
hended in the exception are so few in number, and are so seldom 
the subject of an indictment in practice, that it is not worth while 
to excludethem. And—though this is rather a bold suggestion—we 
think it is worth considering whether such common nuisances might 
not fairly be made actionable only, and no longer indictable. 

Clause 7 abolishes the effete common law doctrine (see Wells v. 
Abraham, 20 W. R. 659, L. R. 7 Q. B. 554), that a civil remedy 
for a felonious act is suspended until conviction obtained, and 
clause 9 gives jurisdiction to the court of quarter sessions in cases 
of burglary and robbery with violence. Against this latter clause 
we have not a word to say, except that we do not see why the 
new jurisdiction should be shorn, as it is, of the power to order 
whipping. ‘ 

Il., III., IV. Procedure before Justices.—The three “parts” of 
the Bill which deal with procedure before justices are, in the main, 
an incorporation of the ‘‘Indictable Offences Act, 1848” (11 & 12 
Vict. c. 42), which the Bill proposes to supersede, but they contain 
also a new provision of the very highest importance, being nothing 
more or less than a repetition, with some variation in language, of 
the famous section of the Irish Crimes Act under which the primd 
acie-evidence against the persons now awaiting their trial for the 

nix Park murders was obtained: ~The clause~in question 
Clause is a8 foltowsy= = 

“Every justice who has reason to believe that any indictable offenca bas been 
Committed within the limits of his jurisdiction for which the offender might, 
according to the law for the time being in force, be arrested without warrant, 
or that there is reasonable ground for inquiring whether such indictable 
offence has been committed within those limits, or in either case that there is 
Teasonable ground for inquiring by whom such suspected offence has been 


Committed, may (whether any par person is charged or net) summon 
* + 5 any within his jurisdiction whom he has reason to believe to be 
capable of divlag material evidence concerning such offence, and may examine 
#0ch person on oath concerning such offence, and, if he sees cause, bind such 
sabia tO appear and give evidence, &c,” 

This very important alteration of the law, which we have our- 
selves twice suggested, has in principle our warmest i woe 
but we aro not sure whether it is effected in the clearest 





and most proper manner. For instance, we miss the safe- - 
guard, which the Irish enactment contains, that what a person 
summoned may say shall not be given in evidence against him, 
while, on the other hand, he is not excused from answering on the 
ground that he may criminate himself. The whole clause requires 
very careful consideration. 

Clause 14 very usefully directs that every coroner is to send 
the inquisition and also the depositions to the clerk to the justices 
of the petty sessional division in which the inquest is held, and 
that the justices upon examination of these may “‘ proceed to an 
inquiry” ; and we shall see presently that by another clause of 
the Bill (clause 82) that useless piece of formality, trial on a 
coroner’s inquisition, is to be altogether abolished. The double 
reading of the depositions to the accused person required by 
clauses 29 and 30 might, we think, be dispensed with. Upon 
clause 31, which provides that ‘‘every witness called by the 
accused, who testifies to any fact relevant to the case, shall be 
heard,” we would suggest that witnesses to character, although 
their evidence is not legally relevant, should be expressly excluded. 
Clause 41, which provides for taking the deposition of a witness 
after committal of the accused, is very much wanted, for, as Sir 
James Stephen points out in his Digest of Criminal ure, 
recently published, the section of the Criminal Law Amendment 
Act, 1867, which it is to supersede, is very clumsily drawn, and 
difficult to understand. The clause must be read with clause 48, 
which provides that a deposition may be given in evidence if a 
witness is, when his evidence is required, ‘‘dead, or in such a 
state of health as not to be able to appear in court, or in such a 
state of mind as not to be able to testify (although in either of 
the last two cases there may be a prospect of his recovery).” 

V. Place and Mode of Trial.—The principal novelty in this part 
of the Bill is the power given to either the prosecutor or the 
accused to apply to the court for a special jury.. As is well known, 
this may already be done in the case of misdemeanor, but not in 
the case of felony. We think the innovation a very good one. 

VI. Indictment.—On this part of the Bill we have nothing but 
praise to bestow. A statement, it is proposed to enact, ‘‘may be 
made in popular language, without any technical averments or 
allegations of matter not essential to be proved ;” and itis added 
‘‘that offences may be charged in the alternative,” the necessity of 
which latter novel provision may be seen by reference to Reg. v. 
Willshire (L. R. 6 Q. B. D. 366), in which, as is pointed out in Best 
on Evidence (7th ed., p. 319), a man indicted for a second bigamy 
escaped by setting up a prior one. It is also provided that in an 
indictment for publishing a libellous book (see Bradlaugh v. Reg., 
26 W. R. 410, L. R. 3 Q. B. D. 607), the senseless practice of copying 
out the whole book shall be discontinued. Neat and brief forms of 
indictment are to be found in the fschedule to the Bill, which, 
if it contained nothing else, would be well worth passing for this 
part alone. 

VII. Preferring Indictment.—Clause 81 must be read with 
clause 33, and it will be seen ‘from a comparison of the 
clauses that an important amendment is proposed. Clause 33 en- 
ables an informant to procure himself to be bound over to prosecute, 
although the charge shall be dismissed by the justices, and clause 
81 allows any person who is bound over, and no other person, to 
prefer an indictment. The Vexatious Indictments Act is repealed, 
but the new provisions form a very proper substitute for it, except 
that the saving for the Irish practice, whereby the Crown Solicitor, 
and other officials, ‘‘ may prefer an indictment in any case,” ought 
surely te be accompanied by a corresponding saving for the Public 
Prosecutor in England. Clause 82 abolishes the obsolete practice of 
presentment by a grand jury without bill, and the useless trials 
upon a coroner’s inquisition, while clause 86 does away with out- 
lawry in criminal proceedings, which, it will be remembered, was 
preserved expressly by 33 & 34 Vict. c. 23, and impliedly by the 
Civil Procedure Acts Repeal Act, 1879. 

VIII. Zrial—In this part we find a ‘‘ Crown book ” substituted 
for the “ record,” and ‘“ one or more registered medical practitioners” 
for the jury, ‘de ventre inspiciendo.” But the part also contains 
the three most important novelties of the Bill, being (1) evidence of 
the accused ; (2) the power of the accused or his counsel to make 
admissions ; and (3) the power to take the verdict of a lesser number 
than twelve jurors. 

ti evidence of the accused is provided for by clayso 100 as 
follows :— 
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“ Everyone accused indictable offence shall be a competent witness 
for bisector rr upek a te bet trial for such offence, and the wife or 
husband, as the case may be, of every such accused person shall be a competent 
witness for him or her wpon such trial: Provided that no such person shall be 
liable to be called as a witness by the prosecutor, but every such witness 
called and giving evidence on behalf of the accused shall be liable to be cross- 
examined like any other witness on any matter though not arising out of his 
examination in chief: Provided that, so far as the cross-examination relates to 
the credit of the accused, the court may limit such cross-examination to such 
extent as it thinks proper, although the proposed cross-examination might be 
permissible in the case ot any other witness.” 
The examination of the accused has in principle our fullest con- 
currence, but we doubt whether this clause, which is an almost exact 
reproduction of the clause in pari materia of the Criminal Code 
Bill as altered by the Criminal Code Commissioners, is an improve- 
ment of the clause as it originally stood in that Bill, the material 
distinction being that the original clause directed that the accused 
should be unsworn, whereas the effect of this clause is that the 
aceused is to be sworn like any other witness. To this alteration 
we have a decided objection, on the ground of the constant per- 
juries to which it would manifestly lead. The clause, we may add, 
is, in our opinion, a very bad piece of draftmanship. The hims and 
hers and ‘‘as the case may be” are superfluous. Surely it would 
be more neat to phrase it thus, using the plural just for once :— 
*¢ All accused persons and their husbands or wives shall be competent wit- 
nesses and liable to cross-examination like any other witnesses, &c.: Provided 
that no such persons shall be liable to be called as witneases by the prosecutor 
. . « Provided that so far as the cross-examination,” &, 
The providing for admissions is, we think, a sensible alteration, 
but as the power to take the verdict of less than twelve jurors is 
only to take effect in the very unfrequent case of a juror becoming 
incompetent during the trial, we think that the existing law had 
better be left alone. 
IX. Appeal.—We have already pointed out (supra,, p. 287) the 
main distinctions between these clauses and the Criminal Appeal 
Bill, and will defer what we have to say on the point till we come 
to criticise that Bill. 
X. Costs, Restitution, §&c.—Clause 124, which deals with costs, 
is very defective, in that it leaves the principal part of the old law 
standing by the enactment that costs are to be “allowed, paid, 
and repaid by the same persons out of the same funds, on the same 
terms, and in the same manner as hitherto in cases of felony.” 
Surely the Bill ought to effect a complete consolidation of the law 
of costs in proceedings for indictable offences. 
With regard to restitution, the well-known section 100 of the 
Larceny Act, 1861, is repealed, and replaced by clause 128, which 
appears to re-enact it with the omission of the important proviso as 
to yaluable securities so recently weighed and found wanting in 
Chichester v. Hill (31 W. R. 245), and the addition of a pro- 
vision, borrowed, we presume, from section 27 of the Metropolitan 
Police Act (2 & 3 Vict. c. 71) (which is not repealed), that stolen 
goods found to have been pawned may be taken from the pawn- 
broker and delivered to the owner with or without compensation to 
the pawnbroker. Both omission and addition will require very 
careful consideration, and we are inclined to think that both are 
ill-advised. We observe with surprise that occasion is not taken 
to and re-enact the very useful section 9 of 30 & 31 Vict. c. 
35, to the effect that money found on a convicted thief may be 
ordered to be given to an innocent purchaser of the stolen property. 
Repeal.—Only four Acts, being 8 & 9 Vict. c. 68 (Bail in Error) ; 
11 & 12 Vict. c. 46 (Amendment); 11 & 12 Vict. c. 78 (Crown 
Cases Reserved), and 22 & 23 Vict. c. 17 (the Vexatious Indict- 
ments Act), are wholly repealed, but eighteen Acts are partly 
repealed. The first of Jervis’ Acts, 11 & 12 Vict. c. 42, styled in 
the Bill the Indictable Offences Act, 1848, is conspicuously 
absent from the schedule of repealed Acts; but it is provided that 
the provisions of Parts II. and III. ‘shall supersede all provi- 
sions” contained in that Act, ‘and in all other Acts not hereby 
repealed, which are repugnant to this Act, but that all other pro- 
visions contained in any of such Acts shall remain in force, any- 
thing in this Act notwithstanding.” We say, emphatically, that 
this will never do. Jervis’s Act should be wholly repealed, and its 
forms redrawn, and scheduled to the Bill. 

Such are the main provisions of the Bill, which is, on the whole, 

a very good one, and greatly needed, both for its sweeping away 

of so much old rubbish which has clogged the machinery of 

criminal procedure far too long, and for its enactment of so many 


——— 


AGENT. 


Tue case of Read v. Anderson (L. R. 10 Q. B. D. 100), recently 
decided by Hawkins, J., on further consideration, is one of 
interest in point of principle. We doubt whether the decidion at 
the learned judge can be regarded as finally determining the true 
solution of the question involved, though we think his conclusion 
was eorrect. The point was as follows :—The plaintiff was a turf 
commission’ agent and a member of Tattersall’s. By the well. 
established usage of the betting world, which u was known to 
the defendant, a turf commission agent instructed by an employe 
to back a horse backs it in his own name, and becomes 

alone responsible to the layer of the odds or the person with whom 
the bet is made. The defendant employed the plaintiff to back 
certain horses for races, whieh the plaintiff ssstdhingty did. The 
horses, respectively, failed to win, and the bets were therefore lost. 
The plaintiff paid the amount of the bets to the winners, and now 
sought to recover the same from the defendant. The question in 
the action was whether the plaintiff was entitled to recover, and 
the learned judge held that he was. 

It has been held before that the authority given to make 
a bet under such circumstances gives rise to the implication 
of an authority to pay it if lost; but in the present case 
it was contended that the authority to pay hal by certain 
letters, written by defendant to plaintiff before the payment 
of the bets, been revoked, and, therefore, that the aan 
applicable to cases where there had been no suggestion of revoca- 
tion of the authority did not apply to the present case. We believe 
that the use of the term “authority” in this connection may, 
perhaps, lead to confusion. The term ‘‘authority” is generally 
used in cases where the question is as to binding a principal by his 
agent to a third party, and in such cases there may be a presump- 
tion of authority by estoppel as against the principal, though as 
between the principal and agent there was no authority. We 
cannot see that any such meaning of the term “authority” is 
applicable to the present case. ‘‘ Authority,” as used in relation 
to this case, must mean “direction” or “‘request.” It be 
true to say that a direction to make a bet may amount to a direc. 
tion to pay it if lost, provided there has been no countermand of 
such direction in the meantime; but if the direction to pay is 
countermanded, different considerations arise. Of course, it is 4 
possible mode of expressing the law to say that the law considers 


cannot be withdrawn. And it may be that the agent could, under 
the old system, have recovered as for money paid for the principal 
at his request. But the old forms of pleading are now done away 
with, and it seems to us far better not to say that a direction con- 
tinued when it was in fact withdrawn. It is obvious that, inde- 
pendently of a pre-existing contract between the principal and 
agent, there is no request or direction to the agent to pay the bets, 


the contract? No doubt if a man pays money by my request, 
unless the circumstances show that the payment was to be 
gratuitous, the implication is that I have promised to repay him. 
There needs no other contract between us. It is obvious that the 
case under discussion is not the simple case of the implication of 8 
contract from the fact of payment by request, because there was n6 
request at the time of payment, and the payment, ea hypothesi, 
was made against the direction of the alleged promisor. 

The learned judge, though he held that the letters relied on did 
not amount, in fact, to a revocation of the authority to pay, never 
theless held that, if the fact had been otherwise, after the bet was 
once made the authority was irrevocable, and, therefore, the 
revocation was inoperative; and he proceeded to rely 
the well-known doctrine of law by which, when an authority 
coupled with an interest, it is irrevocable. It Beems to us that this 
is a doubtful and roundabout way of looking at the qnestia, 
that the true way of looking at it is to consider what the origima 
contract between the parties is. If the contract between A 
and B. is that, in consideration that A. will make ao bet 
for B. in his own name, B. will to A. whatever sums 
he may pay upon the bet if lost, it seems a clear 
quite in dently of all complications as to authority 





new and salutary provisions, 


revocation of authority. There is no question about 
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CONTRACT TO INDEMNIFY A BETTING 


the direction as still continued, or, in other words, that the direction - 


but the reverse. And, therefore, the real question is what was 
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or authority coupled with an interest ; the only necessary 
oe is, that if B. made that contract he must keep it. Then 
the question merely is,.whether there is such a promise. Now it 
does not appear that there is any express. promise in those terms, 
god if not it must be an implied promise. We have frequently 
elled attention to the ambiguity of the terms ‘‘implied contraet.” 
4 contract may be implied by law, or it may arise by necessary 
inference from the facts, though it is often difficult to say whether 
ach an implication is one of law or of fact. If a man walks into 
s cook’s and takes up a bun and eats it without saying any- 
thing, we should say that it is an inference of fact, in the vast 
najority of cases, that he promises to pay for it. So, having regard 
tothe usage and practice of any trade or market, an implication 
arise in fact of a particular promise, though not expressed in 
yords. Now, it is a common doctrine of law that where an agent, 
at his principal’s request, incurs liability, there is an implied promise 
toindemnify the agent against such liability. The learned judge refers 
tothis doctrine in his judgment, and appears to rely on it, but it seems 
tous wholly inapplicable in the present case, because, the wagering 
contract being void, the agent incurs no liability. His payment is, 
therefore, in the eye of the law, a voluntary payment. It is true 
the consequence of his not paying might be subsequent loss and 
digredit in his business; but there is no*question of indemnity 
against that, but only of indemnity in respect of the payments 
made. But it does not seem to us that the implication of the 
promise necessarily depends on the liability of the agent. A man 
miy promise to do anything in respect of anything the law regards 
# a consideration; and making a bet in a man’s own name is 
eftainly a consideration. 

It seems to us. that the best ground upon which the 
lamed judge put his judgment was at the end, where he 
ays, “As a matter of fact, I find that, when the plaintiff 
inthis case was employed to bet, there was a tacit agreement on 
the part of the defendant to indemnify him against all the ordinary 
consequences of his so doing.’”? We do not quite agree with the 
tems used, because it seems doubtful whether they do not imply 
thit the ground of the promise is the liability incurred by the 
plaintiff, and, as we have said, we do not see that he incurred any 
mpoint of law. But it seems to us that, having regard to the 
usage of the turf, it may perhaps be inferred that there is, in fact, 
am implied promise to repay the amount of a bet paid by the agent 
in consideration of his making the bet in his own name. We 
camnot help thinking such would be the common understanding of 
the transaction without its being so expressed. We have no 
ympathy with turf commission agents,.but the Legislature having 
aly declared bets void, but not illegal, these transactions must be 


-tonsidered accordingly, and judged of in the same manner as the 


ther transactions of life. It seems to us that the question is 
mainly one of fact—viz., what was the contract ?—and that the 
jity might well be told that, in such a case as Read v. Anderson, 
the evidence of such a promise as we suggest is very strong. The 
tase we have alluded to was tried before the judge without a jury, 
id so, of course, he was judge of fact as well as of law. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE BILLS OF SALE ACT AMENDMENT ACT, 1882. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 


Sir,—Will you or some of your readers kindly state your or their views 
isto whether, under section 9 of the above Act and the form of bill of 
tile given in the schedule to the Act, a bill of sale over machinery or 
other chattels to secure a current trading or banking account varying 
Por but not exceeding a certain specified amount, would be a valid 
security P 

We observe that the words of the section require that a Dill of sale 

by way of security for the payment of money” must be *‘ made 
accordance with the form”; but the form itself seems only to con- 
template a bill of sale for a specified sum, to be repayable at a certain 
time or by certain instalments. It is clear, therefore, that a bill of sale 
a8 we suggest could not be made in the precise form given in the 
thedule, but would it be ‘‘in accordance with” such form if in place 
the clause ar to repayment in the statutory form it were to provide as 
: i—“* And the said A. B, doth further agree and declare that he 
@uly pay to the said ©. D. all and every sum and sums of money 
shall from time to time be owing on the security of these presents 









ee 


at the several times when they respectively shall become dve”? In your 
atticle upon the Act in the current volume of. the Soxrorrons’ Jourwat, 
p. 8, commenting upon section 9 thereof you remark, “The 1 y of 
this avoiding clause may be noticed in passing—it requires the 
form, and seems not to admit of another form to the like effect.’ The 
precise point which we have now raised, however, scatcely appears to be 
covered by your remarks, and we have not been able to obtain any 
assistance from such books as we have consulted. Neither does the case 
of Wilson v. Kirkwood, noted in this week’s issue of the Soxicrrons’ 
Jounnat (p. 296), throw much light upon the point, though it is import- 
ant as indicating a judicial inclination to relax to some the 
apparent stringency of the section. Bills of sale of the nature we have 
indicated were formerly very frequently given, and since the Bills of Sale 
Act, 1878, have been probably even more made use of in respect of trade 
— upen freehold premises, supplementing a mortgage of the 
old. 

It is therefore of the utmost importance to practitionets to know 
whether they may still be relied upon as valid documents, and we shall 
consequently be much obliged if you or any of your readers can afford 
us assistance in the matter. A Frm or Soxicrrors. 

March 3. 


[See observations under head of “ Current Topics.”—Ep. S. J.] 
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DELAYS IN THE CHANCERY CHAMBERS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—On the 13th of December last, in open court, Mr. Justice Kay, 
in commenting upon the proceedings in an action then before him, gave 
vent to some very strong remarks upon solicitors in general. The words 
used by the learned judge are reported to have been as follows :—‘‘ One 
of the greatest blots of our system of jurisprudence is the shocking way 
in which injuries are permitted to fall upon innocent parties, owing to 
the manner in which simple administration actions are sometimes dealt 
with, either through ignorance or negligence on the part of the solicitors 
employed.” 

A few days ago my firm received an intimation that an appointment 
which had been taken at Mr. Justice Kay’s chambers for a certain date 
must stand over, as his lordship required the room of the chief clerk 
before whom the appointment was to be held. Upon applying for 
another appointment, I was given one for a day six weeks from the date 
originally fixed. Why the chief clerk and his staff should have to 
remove from the convenient set of chambers in which they were so com- 
fortably settled, and why the judge (who presumably will only sit at 
chambers after 3 p.m., and then not every day) requires this wholesale 
move I, perhaps, have no occasion to trouble about; but when such an 
alteration causes an adjournment of official business for six weéks, surely 
the legal profession have a right to inquire for themselves and their un- 
fortunate clients the reason and justice of such a delay in, it 
may be, “‘ a simple administration action.” The remarks by Mr. 
Justice Kay on the 13th of December were reported far and wide, and 
were, I need hardly point out, most injurious to a hard-working and 
sorely-tried profession. I think it only fair that the publie should hear 
both sides of the question, and for that purpose I have written the above. 
What with transfers—equity judges being sent on circuit, while their 
brethren of the Queen’s Bench Division try to fill their places at the Law 
Courts—and the constant changes in the rules and practice of the court, 
solicitors of the present day often find themselves between the proverbial 
two stools, and come to grief accordingly. 

March 5. A Sottcrron’s Crsex. 





COVENANTS IN LEASES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal] 

Sir,—I am obliged by the answer to my letter contained in your last 
number. If it is still necessary for the draftsman to consider whether 
or not he should use the word “assigns” in a particular case, he will 
clearly incur less trouble and responsibility by inserting it always, whether 
necessary or not. Considering that some provision on this subject was 
introduced into the Act of 1881, presumably in the interest of brevity 
and simplicity, it seems a pity that the distinction between the three 
classes of covenants was not abolished in so many words. 

This was recommended by the Real Property Commissioners in their 
third report, where, after referring to the distinctions, they say, “ It 
appears to us that these distinctions are little less than artificial. They 
lead to subtleties, and, in our opinion, may be usefully abolished ; and 
with reference to leases and covenants entered into by lessees, we 
it should be enacted that all such covenants, of whatever nature and 
whatever purpose, unless an intention to the contrary be expressed or 
to be inferred from the instrument, should be binding on 
of the term. There would be no injustice in such an c 
because it must always be in the power of the person who 
assignment of a lease previously to ascertain its contents.” 

That section 50 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, is ‘apt to 
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evidenced by the fact that Messrs. Clerke and Brett have a note on page 

57 of the first edition of their work upon the Act exactly in an opposite 

sense to that of Messrs. Wolstenholme and Turner, to which you were good 

enough to refer me. E. L, 
March 





‘THE SETTLED LAND STATUTES.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I am much obliged to you for referring to me the letter of “ A 
Solicitor,” and to the writer of the letter for calling my attention to an 
erratum in one of the precedents appended to my recently published 
work on the “ Settled Land Statutes.” This precedent (p. 328) gives a 
form of lease by a tenant for life, with the concurrence of a mortgagee 
of the fee, and was intended to contain the very convenient and usual 
clause empowering the mortgagor to distrain. This clause was omitted 
by an oversight, and the omission was unfortunately not noticed in the 
revision of the proofs. The covenant to pay rent would, in this case, be 
adapted, so as to be made with the mortgagee, and also with the tenant 
for life, for payment to the latter till notice, and afterwards to the 
mortgagee. The case of Alchorne v. Gomme (2 Bing. 54) appears to be 
an authority for holding that a mortgagor may distrain in the mortgagee’s 
name in the absence of the clause referred to: see Woodfall, p. 396. 

Lincoln’s-inn, Tue AvtHor. 





BANK HOLIDAYS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—If the principles laid down by Wood, V.C., in the case of Fitz- 
gerald v, Champneys (30 L. J. Ch.), as to the effect of subsequent general 
legislation upon prior special enactments, govern the date of the election 
of the Spalding Improvement Commissioners put by your. correspond ent 
“©. F. B.,” it seems to me that the‘election must be held on the 26th 
of March, although it happens to be a Bank Holiday. M. J. T. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Practic8—DIvoRcE—PERMANENT ALIMONY TO Wire—D1vorce Court 
Act, 1857, s. 32.—In a case of Robertson v, Robertson, before the Court of 
Appeal on the 3rd inst.,a question arose as to the granting of permanent 
alimony to a divorced wife, the marriage having been dissolved by reason of 
her adultery, The appeal was from the refusal of Hevnen, P., of the wife's 
application for leave to present a petition for permanent alimony. The appli- 
cation was made after the expiration of the time fixed by the rules, and, 
therefore, it was necessary to obtain the leave of the court before presenting 
the petition. Section 32 of the Divorce Court Act, 1857, provides that :— 
**The court may, if it shall think fit, on any such decree for dissolution, order 
that the husband shall, to the'satisfaction of the court, secure to the wife such 
gtoss sum of money, or such annual sum of money for any term not exceeding 
ber own life, as, having’régard to her fortune (if any), to the ability of the 
husband, and to the conduct of the parties, it shall deem reasonable, and, for 
that purpose, may refer it to any one of the conveyancing counsel of the 
Court of Chancery to settle and approve of a proper deed or instrament to be 
executed by all necessary parties ; and the said court may, in such case, if it 
shal) see fit, suspend the pronouncing of its decree until such deed shall have 
been duly executed ; and upon any petition for dissolution of marriage the 
court shall have the same power to make interim orders for payment of money, 
by way of alimony or otherwise, to the wife, as it would have in a suit insti- 
tuted for judicial separation.” The practice of the Divorce Court bas been 
different from the old practice of the House of Lords (when divorces were 
obtained by means of a private Act of Parliament), which was to compel the 
husband, when granting a divorce on the ground of his wife’s adultery, to 
make some provision for her, The Divorce Court, on the contrary, bas never 
(except in one case) granted permanent alimony to a divorced wite, without 
the consent of the husband, when the marriage has been dissolved by reason of 
her adultery. In that one case, the husband had received £1,600 of bis wife’s 
money, and the court compelled him, after the divorce, to settle £1,000 on her. 
The Court of Appeal (JesszL, M.R., and Lrypiey and Bowen, L.JJ.) 
affirmed the decision of Hannen, P. Jessex, M.R., said that their lordships 
hed consulted with the President of the Divorce Divison and ascertained his 
reasons, In the first place, there was no instance of an application being 
made so late. It was not necessary to assign a limit, but the lapse of more 
than a year was too long. The President had also decided on the merits. It 
was the practice only to allow permanent alimony u tion 82 of the Act to 
@ guilty wife if a special case for it was shown. The court was tit prepared 
to give any decision as to that practice. a section absolute discre- 
tion to the judge. When a divorce was only obtainable by Act of Parliament, 
in practice wont but wealthy persons obtained it. When a wealthy person 
obtained a divorce it was easy to understand that it should be a condition 
that he should make some provision for his divorced wife, The Divorce Act 
applied to all people, and one of the grounds for passing it was that, under the 
old system, only the wealthy could get a divorce. Different considerations 
arose in the case of a working man. If, for instance, he had married a washer- 
woman, on being divorced she could return to her business. When the samo 
conditions obtained as in cases before the Act, it might be that the same 


reasons would apply. But the court would not lay that down as a rule for 
the guidance of the Divorce Court. The discretion was open. In this par. 
ticular case the President came to the conclusion, not be Bes there was no 
special case shown entitling the wife to a provision, but that her conduct dis. 
entitled her to it, Anarrangement had been made before the trial that the 
wife should withdraw her denial of her guilt, and that the husband should 
make a provision for her. At the trial she insisted on the fact of her adultery 
being proved. It had taken place in Italy, the proof was difficult and expen. 
sive, and the husband was put to an expense of £3,000. The wife having 
thus taken away almiost all his property, she was not entitled to more, The 
President had considered all the facts and had had great experience in these 
cases, and the Court of Appeal would be slow to interfere with the exercise 
of his discretion. Lrypiey and Bowen, L.JJ., concurred.—Soticitors, Waddi. 
love & Nutt ; Warner Temple. 
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Venpor AND PurcHasEr—Conpitions or Sats—MiIsDEscrirriox— 
Rescrssion or Contract.—In the case of Inve The Deptford Creek Bridge 
Company and Beavan’s Contract, being asommons under the Vendor and Por- 
chaser Act, 1874, before Chitty, J., on the 28th ult. and the let inst., a ques- 
tion was raised as to the right of the purchaser to rescind his contract to pur- 
chase a freehold property. In the particulars of sale the property was 
described as comprising a wharf with a frontage to the Deptford Creek of 
about 60 feet, whereas the measurement of the frontage was about 50 feet. 
The particulars were, in another respect, incorrect, describing the wharf 
baulking as campshedding, whereas it consisted of timbers which did not 
exclude the inflow of water. By the 15th condition of sale it was provided 
that no matter, discoverable by mere inspection of the premises, should annul 
any sale or give rise to any compensation, and by the 16th condition it was 
provided that, if any error or mis-statement, as to which the right of compensa- 
tion was not excluded, should appear to have been made in the particulars, such 
error was not to annul the sale, but compensation was to be made. The purchaser 
contended that either error in the particulars entitled him to rescind the con- 
tract. Curry, J., said that the particulars were correct in every respect except 
the two complained of. To describe the structure in question as cam 
was plainly incorrect, for there was no doubt but that campshedding, properly 
speaking, was impervious to the passage of water. The purchaser, however, 
must be held to have shut his eyes in respect to this misdescription, for it was 
one which, to use the terms in the condition of sale, a mere inspection of the 
premises would have at once disclosed. The objection taken on this error in 
the particulars was, therefore, not tenable, With respect to the other objec 
tion it was different. It was ad.nitted that the usval length of a barge was 
about 60 feet. It was, therefore, on this assumption, plain that an ordinary ~ 
barge could not lie contiguoosly to the whole frontage for the purposes of 
loading and unloading. On the other hand, it was said by the vendors that 
no such barge could so lie, whatever was the length of frontage, because the 
depth of water against the frontage was, at the highest tide, insufficient to 
float the barge to shore, but that the usual custom of working from planks 
obviated any difficulty, and that a 50-feet frontage was enough for operations 
of that kind. But it could not be said that a-barge would be at liberty to 
lie off the wharf in the manner referred to, and its owner, or the owners of 
the wharf, would be liable to actions if such a practice was resisted by the 
owners of contiguous wharves, or riparian authorities, In his lordship’s 
opinion there was, in this respect, a substantial misdescription in the particulars 
of sale, and one which could not have been detected by mere inspection with- 
out actual measurement, Therefore, the purchaser was entitled to have the 
contract rescinded.—Soutcitors, Druces, Jackson, & Atte; G. B. HL. 
Drew. 





Rigut or Arreat—MispEmMBaNoR—Bait—Joupicature Act, 1873, 8, 47. 
—In a case of The Queen v. Foote, before the Court of Appeal on the 8rd 
inst., the question arose whether an appeal would lie from the refusal of 
bail to the defendant to an indictment for a misdemeanor. The defendants 
were tried on the lst inst. before North, J., at the Central Criminal Conrt, 
for printing and publishing certain blasphemous and impious libele 
newspaper. The jury were unable to agree, and were discharged, the j 
saying that be would attend again on the 5th inet. to try the case witha 
jury. On the 2nd inst, application was made to North, J., to admit 
prisoners to bail, but it was refused. The defendants then applied to 
Queen’s Bench Division, the application being based also on the ground of 
inherent power of the Queen’s Bench Division to admit to bail. 
Divisional Court (Grove and Matuew, JJ.) dismissed the app 
the ground of want of jurisdiction. The application was renewed 
Court of Appeal, on the ground that all misdemeanors are bailable 
an application for bail was not a criminal proceeding, though it was 
dental to one ; and that the Court of Appeal had heard the case of The Queen 
v. Weil (L. R. 9 Q. B, D. 701, 26 Soticrrors’ Journat, 597), which was 60 
appeal from a refusal of a divisional court to issue a writ of habeas corpus in 
an extradition case. The point as to jurisdistion wae not, however, decid 
in that case, Section 47 of the Judicature Act, 1873, provides that “no 
criminal cause 
record, 


is: 


earl 


tr 


i 


appeal shall lie from any judgment of the High Court in any . 
or matter, save from some error of law apparent u the and ia 


Reg. v. Steel (25 W. R. 24, L. BR. 2 Q. B. D. 87) it won igus that no 
lay from a judgment of the Queen’s Bench Division, discharging an to 
review the taxation of costs on a criminal iuformation for li The Court 


of Appeal (Jessxt, M.R., and Baccattay and Linpiey, L.JJ.) affirmed the 
decision of the Divisional Court. JzssEL, M.R., said that the question waa 
whether section 47 was general in its meaning. It was decided in 
Steel that it was, and he saw no reason to doubt the a 
decision, even if the court was not bound by it. Was the word “judgment 
used in a Jarge sense, or only technically ? It. could not be doubted that 





was used in the large gense, Was the decision in question » decision in @ 
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oriminal matter? Clearly it was. Theapplication could not be entertained. 
Bacaattay and Linpier, L.JJ., concurred, — Soxtcrrors, Harper & 


Venpor anp Purcnassr—Conreract For SaLe or Rea Estate—Com- 
PENSATION—PARTIAL WANT OF TITLE DISCOVERED AFTER COMPLETION— 
Banxgurtoy or VENDOR—Liapitity or Trustez.—In a case of Ex parte 
Riches, before the Court of Appeal on the Ist inst., a question arose as to the 
effect of a condition for compensation contained in a contract for the sale of 
real estate. Property, described in the icolars of sale as freehold, was put 
up for sale under the order of the court in an action in the Chancery Division, 

e action being by an equitable mortgagee against his mortgagor, claiming a 
sale of the mort property by auction, and the conditions of sale provided 
(inter alia) that, “If any error, mis-statement, or omission shall appear to 
have been made in or from the above particulars or these conditions, such 
error, mis-statement, or omission is not to annul the sale, nor entitle the 
purchaser to be discharged from his purchase, but compensation is to be 
made to or by the purchaser, as the case may be, and the amount 
of such compensation is to be settled by the judge at chambers.” Before the 
purchase was completed the mortgagor had filed a liquidation petition, and 
the purchase was completed by his trustee, who executed a conveyance to the 
purchaser, entering into the ordinary trustee’s covenants. The balance of the 


j hase-money, after satisfying the mortgagee’s claim, was paid over to the 


‘Mgrustee in the liquidation. About two years after the execution of the 
conveyance the vendor died, and it was then discovered that, as to part of 
the property sold, he, instead of being, as he aad supposed, owner in fee, had 
only a life estate. The person entitled in remainder claimed that part of the 
property, and brought an action against the purchaser to recover possession of 
it, and the purchaser was compelled to pay a considerable sum of money in 
satisfaction of this claim. The purchaser then claimed compensation under 
the above-stated condition of sale, and applied to the Court of Bankruptcy 
for an order that out of assets of the vendor which were in court in the matter 
of the liquidation there should be paid to him the amount which he had paid 
to the adverse claimant. The registrar refused the application, and the Court 
of Appeal (Jesset, M.R., and Bagcattay, and Linptey, L.JJ.) affirmed his 
decision. JxsseL, M.R., said that it was a very hard case, but he could not 

his way to assist the applicant. In his opinion, the condition as to 
compensation did not apply to the case of a defect of title, The representa- 
tion in the particulars of sale was that the estate was a freehold 
estate, and so it was if it was only a life estate, though he 
agreed that both parties understood it to mean an estate in 
fee simple. But, taking it that the representation was that it was 
an estate ia fee simple, still the condition as to compensation did not apply. 
Suppose the vendor had had only a life estate in the whole property, could 
the purebaser have been compelled, if this had been discovered before com- 
pletion, to take the life estate with compensation instead of the feo? It 
would be monstrous to suppose that he could. It was clear that neither party 
intended anything of the kind, The purchaser could just as well have been 
compelled to take an estate pur autre vie. This alone was enough to dispose 
of the case. But there were other points to be considered. Where a contract 
for sale of land was carried out by the trustee in bankruptey of the vendor, 
the purcbaser jost the benefit of those covenants for title into which the bank- 
rupt would have entered if he had executed the conveyance. The purchaser 
could get only those covenants which the conveying party was bound to enter 
into. The contract did not give the purchaser an absolute right to covenants 
for title. Here the contract was completed by the trustee, and he was bound to 
convey the estate on one the purchase-money. But he did not enter 
into the contract, and the notion of following the purchase-money was out of 
the question. If the money had remained intact in the hands of the trustee, 
probably the Court of Bankruptcy, under its equitable jurisdiction, would 
have been able to say that money so acquired should not be distributed 
among the creditors, But that would have been a remedy quite different 
from what was now asked. The money now in court was not the money 
which the purchaser had paid; that money had been already distributed 
among the creditors, Baceantay, L.J., concurred. Linvwey, L.J., said 
that the title of the yo mag to relief depended entirely on his being able to 
follow the money. there had been no bankruptcy, his remedy would have 
been only on the vendor's covenants for title ; if there had been no covenants 
for title he would have had no remedy at all. The court was asked to put 
the appellant in a better position by reason of the bankraptcy, and his lord- 
ship could not tee his ~~ to do this.—Soricrtors, Blake § Heseltine ; Dizon, 
Ward, § Co. ; Sharpe, Parkers, § Co. 

Recgiver anp ManaGer 1n LiquipaTion—TaxaTion oF Cnarces—D1s- 
BUR8EMENTS OUT OF PocKET—MONEYs ADVANCED FOR PoRPOsEs oF BusiNESS 
Without AvurHority oF Covrr—Ricur to ReparMentT—Bankruprcy 
Roxzs, 1871, x. 5,—In case of Ex parte Izard, before the Court ot Appes! 
On the 1st inat., a question arose as to the liability to taxation of the 
disbursements ont of pocket of # receiver and manager of a business 
Sppointed under a liquidation petition, and there was a further question as to 
his right to be repaid moneys which he advances for the purposes of the 

ineas, withont obtaining the previous sanction of the court. The 


debtor, Bushell, carried on business as a tea and coffee merchant in 


on, and also in Liverpool and various other towns in England and 
Scotland. He had altogether more than twenty places of business, On the 
8th of September, 1882, he filed a liquidation petition, and on the following 
day Foster was appointed by the court receiver of the debtor’s property 
and manager of his business. For the purpose of carrying on the business 
goods on credit, and he also eogaged two persons 
the management of the business at the 


authority from the court to advance money for the 
Izard was appointed trustee in the liquidation, Foster delivered an account 
to the trustee, by which he claimed to be paid £178 for the travelling and 
hotel expenses of himself and the two persona whom he had 


5 
provides that ‘‘all bills and charges of attorneys, receivers, managers, 
accountants, auctioneers, brokers, and other persons not being trustees in 
matters of liquidation, shall be taxed by the proper officer of the court, and 
no payments in respect of such bills or charges shall be allowed in the 
accounts of a trustee without due proof of such taxation having been made. 
No payment shall be allowed in respect of the remuneration of a trustee in 
liquidation, except on the allocatur of the taxing officer as being in 
accordance with the determination of the creditors thereon.” And as to the 
£558, the trustee asserted that-he was not personally liable, and that he had 
not sufficient asseta in his hands. Mr. Registrar Hazlitt, however, on the 
application of Foster, made an order that the trustee should forthwith pay 
the £178 to Foster, and that he should pay the £558 to the persons who 
had supplied the goods, The Court of Appeal (Jessen, M.R., and Bageat- 
Lay end Lixpiey, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. JxEsset, M.R., said that he 
could not imagine any better description of the items included in the £178 
than “‘ charges” of the receiver. The rule was plain, and yet it had been 
boldly argued that, as regarded a receiver, rule 5 was to be limited to his 
remuneration. But in the rule the charges of a receiver were lumped 
together with those of solicitors and others, and it was well known that the 
bills of solicitors were liable to taxation as to the diebursements out of 
pocket charged by them. There was no reason for making any distinction 
in the case of a receiver. Asto the sum claimed for the price of goods 
ordered, no doubt the receiver was entitled to be indemnified out of the 
debtor’s estate, but that was no reason for making a personal order on the 
trustee to pay the amount. If a receiver and manager, either in 

or in bankruptcy, chose to advance money on behalf of the estate without 
previous authority, he could only look to the estate for an indemnity. In 

the Chancery Division the practice was for a receiver and manager, before he 
advanced any money, to apply to the court for authority to do so, and he 
usually obtained an order giving him five per cent, interest on what he 
advanced, and a charge upon the assets. If he made the advance withont 
authority, he would still be entitled to an indemnity out of the estate, but 
it was impossible to make a personal order for payment by the trustee. 
The only order which could be made against the trastee would be that he 
should pay ont of the assets, if he had available assets in his hands. 
In the present case there was no evidence that the trustee had any 
assets in hia hands when the order was made. The order of the registrar 
must be discharged, and there must be an order to tax the £178. But as 
there seemed to have been great laxity in the bankraptoy practice, by which 

the receiver might have been misled, no costs would be given against him 
in either court. BagcatLtay and Linpiey, L.JJ., concurred.—SoriciTors, 

Hindson-Miller § Vernon ; Piesse $ Son. 





ApporntMeNT oF New Trustes—Jurispiction or CourT—TRUSTEE 
Act, 1850,—In a case of Eastwood v, Clark, before the Court of Appeal ou 
the 6th inst., a question arose as to the jurisdiction of the court to appoint a 
new trustee of a will. The action was for the administration of the real and 
personal estate of the testator. He had, by his will, appointed two trustees, 
and one of them was dead, and the plaintiff claimed (inter alia) that a new 
trustee might be appointed in place of the deceased trastee. The will con- 
tained a power for the surviving or acting trustee to appoint a new trustee on 
the death of any trustee. An administration judgment baving been pro- 
nounced, a summons was taken out by the plaintiff asking that S, Eastwood 
might be appointed a trustee in the place of the deceased trustee, and a cross- 
summons was taken out by the defendant (the surviving trustee) asking that 
W. Whiteley might be appointed the new trustee. Bacon, V.C., appointed 8. 
Eastwood as the new trustee. The Court of Appeal (Jesszt, M.R., and 
BacGaLtay and Linpter, L.JJ.) discharged this order, and appointed 
Whiteley. They held that, by reason of the power to appoint new trustees 
given by the will to the surviving trustee, there was no j ion to 
appoint the person whom the plaintiff desired.—Sonicrrors, #. J. Maine ; 
Williamson, Hill, § Co, 





LEAVE TO APPEAL AFTER ExprraTION oF TimME—ORDER MADE IN 
WINDING UP AND IN AcTiIoN—Orp, 58, BR. 9, 15.—In a case of In re The 
Madras Navigation and Canal Company, before the Court of Appeal on the 
6th inst., @ question arose as to giving leave to appeal from an order 
after the expiration of the time limited forso doing. The order in question 
was made on the 16th of March, 1882, in the matter of the winding up of 
the company, in the matter of the Joint Stock Companies Arrangement 
Act, 1870, and in an action of Wood v. The Company. The plaintiff in the 
action sued on behalf of himself and all other the mortgagees of the prop- 
erty and undertaking of the company, and the object of the action was to 
enforce the security of the plaintiffe, The order of the 16th of March 
sanctioned @ compromise of the action, which had been adopted by meetings 
of the stockholders and debenture-holders of the company. ‘Thea 6 
for leave to appeal was an unsecured creditor of the company, he had 
not been present at the making of the order, save so far as he was repre- 
on behalf of the applican 


sented by the official liquidator. It was urged on t 
that rule 9 of order 58, which provides that “the time for from 
any order or decision made or given in the matter of the winding up of a 





doing this, Foster did not obtain any 


company under the provieions of the Companies Act, 1862, .. . shall be the 
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same as the time for sppeal from an interlocutory order under rule 16,” 
did not apply, because the order was made in the action as well as in the 

up, and that the applicant required leave to appeal only because 
he was not a party to the making of the order. The court (JzsseL, M.R., 
and Baccattay and Linpizy, L.JJ.) refused to give leave to appeal. 
JesseEL, M.R., and Liypiezy, L.J., were of opinion that rule 9 applied, 
on the that the applicant, even under the old practice, when every 
person was made a party, would not have been a proper party 
to the action, and therefore, so far as he was concerned, the order was 
really made only in the winding up. Baccatzay, L.J., doubted whether 
the case was within rule 9, but he agreed that leave to appeal ought not 
to be given.—Soxictrors, FZ. W. § R. Oliver ; Ashurst, Morris, & Co. 





Practice—Propuction or Documents—Unrrue Arrimavit.—In a case 
of Ponsonby v. Hartley, before the Court of Appeal on the 6th inst., a ques- 
tion arose as to production of doouments. The action was brought by the lord 
of the manor as owner of the minerals under certain enfranchised land 
within the manor, to restrain the owner of the surface from interforing 
with the plaintiff in the exercise of his right to get the minerals. The 
defendant was required to make an affidavit of documents, and in doing so 
he objected to produce the documents specified in a schedule to the affidavit, 
on the ground that they exclusively supported his own title, and did not in 
any way tend to support the title of the plaintiff. Pearson, J., ordered the 
defendant to produce the documents mentioned in the schedule. He said 
- that as the plaintiff did not dispute the defendant’s title to the surface, bat 
only claimed the minerals under it, the two titles were not absolutely 
adverse or exclusive the one of the other, but might to some extent be proved 
by the same evidence, and the rules applicable to an ordinary ejectment 
action did not apply. The defendant admitted that the documents in the 
schedule related to the land in question, and therefore the plaintiff was 
entitled to ascertain by an inspection of them whether they did not evidence 
his title tothe minerals. The documents must be produced, with liberty to the 
defendant to seal upsuch parts as did not relate +o the locus in quo. The order 
was affirmed by the Court of Appeal (JEssex, M.R., and BacGcaLtay and 
Linpiey, L.JJ.), though on a differeut ground. <A plan, which was one of 
he scheduled docaments, was, at the desire of the court, handed up to them, 
end they then said that it evidently did not relate exclusively to the defend- 
ant’s title. Without imputing any perjury, it was clear that a mistake had 
been made, and that the affidavit was untrue. The court could not, there- 
fore, trust the affidavit at all, and all the documents in the schedule must 
be produced in accordance with the order.—Soxicitors, Johnstone, Harrison, 
$ Powell ; Bompas, Bischoff, & Dodgson. 





Brit or Lapine—Excerrions—“ Pzrits or THE Seas ”—Co.ision— 
Nzeiicgence.—In a case of Woodley & Co. v. Michell § Co., before the 
Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the Ist inst., an important point arose as to 
whether collision brought about oy negligence is to be included under the excep- 
tion of “ perils of the seas” in bills of lading. It appeared that a vessel called 
The Fyenoord, a steamer bound for Rotterdam, was steaming down the 
Thames, and that another vessel, Tie Kate, a sailing vessel, was proceeding up 
the river. The vessels approached each other with ported helms, and if 
they had continued in that course would have gone clear of each other. 
The Kate, however, suddenly starboarded her helm, and the collision causing 
the loss of her cargo was the result. The plaintiffs—tbe indorsees of the bill 
of lading—bronght an action against the defendants, the owners of The Kate, 
to recover the value of the cargo so lost. The defence was that the change of 
course on the part of The Kate was necessitated by a sadden starboarding of 
the helm of The Fyenoord. At the trial the jury found that The Kate was 
lost by collision with The Fyencord, and that the collision was occasioned by 
the captain of The Kate starboarding her helm, but that there was no negli- 
gence on the part of the captain and crew of Zhe Kate, and Hawkins, J., 
gave judgment for the defendants. A divisional court (Denman and Manisty, 
JJ.) having discharged a rule wisi for a new tria), the plaintiffs appealed to 
this court, The Court of Appeal (Brerr, Corton, and Bowen, L,JJ.) 
allowed the sppeal, Barxrtt, L.J., said the question was whetber judgment 
should be for the plaintiffe—the owners of the cargo on board the sailing 
vessel—or for the Lieedane, the owners of that vessel. The plaintiffs to 
succeed had only to prove non-delivery ; the shipowners, in order to divest 
themselves of liability, must bring themselves within the exception in the 
bill of lading—viz., “ perils of the seas.” He (the lord justice) observed that 
8 collision which was not brought about by the negligence of either party 
might be included in the exception, but that a collision brought about by the 

of either party would not be a “peril of the eeas” ; and, there- 
fore, on the findings of the jary—which amounted toa finding of negligence 
against the steamer The Fyenoord—the defendants must fail, Corton, L.J., 
‘was of the same opinion. He could not hold that it was a “peril of the 
seas” where there was no peril as from weather, &c., but where a collision 
‘was caused the negligence of the crew of one of the colliding vessels, 
Bowen, L.J., eoneurred,—Soticitors, Walton, Bubb, & Walton; Clarkson, 
Greenuell, & Wiles, 


Se 


Discovert—Propuction oy Documents—Prorenty ix Joint Posses- 
Siow OF THE DEFENDANT AND ANOTHER PeRsoN—OxBJECTION TO PRODUCE 
. 31, B- 11,—In acase of Kearsley v. Philips and another, betore the 
of Appeal, No, 1, on the 28th ult., a question arose on ord, 81, r. 1I— 


5 


by which the court or a judge may, at ney oinge of the proceedings, order the | j 


production on oath of any documents in t 
tho ineibigs  Mapetor-ne to whodber 


possession of either party relating 
production can be 


s 


against a 


person who bas joint possession of a document with another person who is 


action against two defendants, Philips and Ducane, In the statement of 
claim it was set forth that one King was tenant of certain promises, and had 
given a Dill of sale of his goods on such premises to the plaintiff, and com- 
plained of a wrongful seizure of the goods so conveyed to the plaintiff on such 
premises, In their statement of defence the defendants justified the seizure 
of goods as mortgagees of the premises, under a power of contained 
in a mortgage deed, by which the mortgagor, the lessor of King, bad attorned 
to them as tenants of the premises at a ly rent to secure interest on the 
mortgage debt. It appeared that the defendants were trostees of the sum 
secured by mortgage, and that since the distress Ducane had retired from 
the trust and one Blathwayt had been appointed trustee ia bis place, 
In the defendant Philips’ affidavit of docoments it was stated that 
he and Blathwayt jointly had in their possession or power the documents 
mentioned in the second schedule to such affidavit, and that the said docu. 
ments were the muniments of title of himself and Blathwayt to the premises 
before mentioned as mortgagees; the mortgage to himself and Ducane 
having been transferred to himself and Blathwayt as trustees of the sum 
secured by mortgage in place of Ducane, and that he, Philips, objected to 
produce those documents. The second schedule specified the original lease of 
the mortgaged premises to the mortgagor, and the deeds of mortgage, and 
the transfer of the mortgage. The affidavit of the defendant Ducane stated 
that the documents had been in the possession of the solicitors or agents of 
himself and the defendant, Philips, jointly, but that they were now no longer 
in such possession, A master refased to make an order for inspection. 
North, J., affirmed the decision of the master, which the Divisional Coart 
(Field and Stephen, JJ.) also upheld (10 Q. B. D. 86). The plaintiff 
appealed. The Court of Appeal (Brett, Corton, and Bowen, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. Brett, L.J., said the case of Murray v. Walter 
(Cr. & Ph. 114) showed that a party who applied for production of a document 
under circumstances such as the present was not entitled to it, and the party 
against whom the application was made was not bound to state in his affidavit 
that he had been to the person in whose possession the document was and 
that the latter objected to produce it, inasmuch as he was not bound to go to 
him at all, Corron, L.J., said the question was, were these documents in 
the defendant’s possession or power. It had been held that the rale did not 
apply to documents in the joint possession of the defendant and another 
person. That decision sald the present case, since the documents were not 
in the defendant’s sole possession Bowsn, L.J., concurred.—Sovtorrors, 
Pritchard & Englefield, for Storer $ Lloyd ; Johnson & Wetheralis, for 
Wigglesworth & Rogerson. 








Company — WINDING UP —JuRISDICTION — ADJUSTMENT OF RiGHTs oF 
ContrisuTorizs—ComPanigs Act, 1862, s. 109,—In a case of In re The 
Alexandra Palace Company, before Fry, J., on the 3rd inst,, a question arose 
as to the jurisdiction of the court under section 109 of the Companies Act, 
1862, which provides that ‘‘ the court shall adjust the rights of the contribu. 
tories amongst themselves and distribute any surplus that may remain 
amongst the parties entitled thereto.’’ In the present case the articles of 
association of the company forbad the payment of dividends out of capital, and 
the directors, notwithstanding this prohibition, paid some dividends on prefer- 
ence shares by means of moneys which they borrowed expressly for the purpose, 
the lenders being themselves holders of some of the preference shares, and 
knowing the object of the loans. The company being afterwards in liqnida- 
tion, Fry, J., made an order, under section 165 of the Act, declaring that 
some of the former directors of the company were jointly and severally liable 
to pay to the liquidator such a sum as would enable the liquidator to pay on 
all the debts proved against the company such a dividend as would have been 
payable on all the debts proved (other than the proof for the borrowed moneys 
and interest) in case no proof had been made of those moneys.and interest or 
any of them (vide 30 W. K. 771, L. K, 21 Ch. D. 149). The lenders had been 
admitted to prove in the winding up for the amount of the loans, with interest, 
and also in ‘respect of other claims against the company. The chief clerk 
having certified the amount payable by the directors under this order, the 
directors took out a summons asking that the proof of the lenders in respect of 
the loans might be expunged, and any dividends paid.on these proofs repaid ; 
that the lendera might be ordered to pay to the liquidator (with intorest) the 
dividends which they had received on their preference shares; that it might 
be declared that the lenders were not entitled to receive any payment of the 
sum ordered to be paid by the directors to the liquidator, and that sueh part of 
that sum as would | have been payable to the lenders might be peid to the 
applicants ; that, as regarded any sum which the lenders might be held liable to 
pay or repay as aforesaid, the liquidator might be ordered to impound all 
dividends payable to them on any debts proved by them in the winding up, 
and to apply the moneys £0 retained in satisfaction of those sums; and t 
if necessary, the applicants might be at liberty to use the liquidator’s name for 
the purpose of entorcing the Visbility of the lenders in respect of the dividends 
paid on the preference shares. This application was made on the ground that 
the lender bad been parties to the ve of trast committed in the payment of 
dividends out of the capital, and were, as such, liable to contribute to make it 
good, Fry, J., dismissed the summons on the ground that he had no juris- 
diction to entertain it. The application was based on section 109 ; it was not 
suggested that any other section conferred jurisdiction. The object of the 
application was to work out an equity which tort feasors, who were also con- 
tributories, had against other persons who happened also to be contribatories. 
The right, however, which it was sought to enforce had really to do with their 
position as contributories, and, this being so, his lordship thought that sestion 
109 gave no jurisdiction to enforce it. He could ny exercise the statatory 

iction, “ And it must not be forgotten that to allow such an equity to be 
worked out in the winding up would be bighly inconvenient, It would arrest 





party to 


the proceedings. It appeared that the plaintiff had brought an 





the primary objects of the winding-up proceed in order to determine 
collateral valle He thought that rollef asbed_ wae bayond the stata 
sey jastedetion, and on this ground he dismissed the summons,—SoLIciToss, 
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Trinders & Romer ; 0. § 8. Harrison & Co. ; Fladgate, Smith, & Fladgate ; 


Dawes & Son. 


the case of ¥. Williams, before Chitty, 

the 5th ingb., the to the action ha: consent taken an order 

Slee the sction and aie diane btn int ord 
a arbitration being plaintiff t 
gommons under ord. 31, 1.19, for an siiene inspection of documents 
costs sction and the costs of the reference and award the 


¢ Turner, for John Donague, Swansea. 


PRAcTICE—ADMINISTRATION—LEGACY CHARGED on Land in Jamatca— 
Rate or InTxengst.—In the case of In re Alleyne, Alleyne v, Alleyne, before 
Chitty, J., t = body @ legacy -, by the will = the testator, charged 
upon estates am. where the rate of interest is per cent. annum, | question, who practised his profession at i 
and a question was raised whether the legacy should not bear h : : : - 

Currry, J., said that he saw no reason for departing from the ordinary rule, 
The legacy bein, we on land bore interest at four per cent.—Soxici- 


Tor, G, 7. We 


See 


Luiren Company—Winpivg vr — BANKRUPTCY oF ConTRIBUTORY — 
a des, Lary Fs 38, 77, 76 9 Foss | Act, “po 38. 
«—In the case Sumburgh Mining Company ( Walker's case) before 
Chitty, J., on the 6th inst., an application was made 
to E on the list of contributories a shareholder w 
un 


er a Scotch sequestration previously to 
By the opinion of Bote : 


h advocates it was stated th 
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e defendants that the order of 
reference was final and that there was no “‘ matter in question in the action” 
ithi: im which the court could exercise 
jurisdiction, Currry, J., said that the effect of the order was for all practical 
porposes to exhaust the jurisdiction of th 

allowing final judgment to be entered. This, however, was a purely 
ministerial function. The defendant's objection was therefore valid. There 
was not only no matter before the court within the m 
also the very question of discovery had been transferred by the order to the 
arbitrator before whom the reference was to take place, and it did not appear 
that the plaintiff had made any application in this respest to the arbitrator. 
There was also authority on the point. In the case of The Wimshurst Com- 
pany v. The Barrow Shipbuilding Company (25 W. R. 557, L. RB. 2 Q. B. D. 
335), 8 cause having heen referred to a master under the provisions of the 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, Mellor and Field, JJ., decided that the 
court had no jurisdiction to give costs of the proceedings subsequent to the order 
of reference, although the order was silent as to the costs, because such proceed- 
ings were not “‘ proceedings in the High Court” within order 55. The summons 
was therefore dismissed with coats, Licitors, Smith § Lawrence ; Hacon 
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the ag 
Bonomie Pickard. There was no signature on the third From 
affidavit of Mr. Pickard it appeared that, by the instructions of the 
he wrote out the will upon the printed form, but was unable to bring 
whole of it within the first page. The testatrix signed the second Page, 
he added his She then signed the 
attesting witnesses signed their names under the attestation clanse, both the 
signatures of the testatrix having been written in their presence. HaAnnen, 
P., held that the will was duly executed and attested, and was entitled to 
cages with the exception of the final words on the third page, which could 
excluded without affecting the general sense of the instrument,— 
Soxicrrors, Shum , Crossman, $ Prichard, 








SOLICITORS’ CASES. 
Hieu Covrr or Jusrice.—Quess’s Bencu Drvistox. 
(Sittings in Banc, before HupptEston, B., and Norra, J.) 
March 7.—In re George William Prescott. 


This was the case of a conntry solicitor who had received from his London 
agents, Messrs. Duignan & Smiles, their bill of costs for £160 4s. 2d., the 
bill when sent having been duly signed by one of the firm. The bill not 
being paid an action was brought to recover the amount, and, an order 
to inspect being obtained, it was found that the name of the tiff on the 
document in | pepe had been erased. At the trial the bill was produced, and 
the jury found a verdict for the plaintiff. The learned judge who tried the case 
directed the document to be impounded, and intimated a strong opinion that 
the defendant’s conduct should be further investigated by the Law Society. 
The matter was subsequently referred to Master Brewer to ascertain the facts, 
aud the learned master now reported that the erasure had been made by 
Prescott for the purpose of defeating the action against him. 

Murray appeared for the Law Society; and nothing having been heard in 


extenuation, 


The Cover made the rule absolute to strike the defendant off the rolls. 





March 7.—In ve W. H. Hewitt, 
In this case, 
Stansfield (Kingsford with bim), appeared for the Law Society ; the defand- 


ant, asin the last case, being uorepresented.—It appeared that there were 
three distinct matters of alleged misconduct. In the first, the soligitor in 


had 
ike rate. | mortgage for one Ellen Miller, and it appeared he had appropriated £146 
whieh he had received at different times to meet the i 
case, he had obtained from a client £200 to invest on 
property upon which, in fact, be had long before ag & mortgage to 


er person. And in the third case, in which the 


volved, it appeared that he had also appropriated money which he had received 
Seb 0 pedi 


The rule was made absolute to strike him off the rolls. 


March 7.—In re John Henry Jonas. 
Wills, Q.C., and Hollams, appeared for the Law Society. 
Keogh was counsel for the defendant. 
From the master’s report it appeared that the defendant 


in 4 
London solicitor, had received a sum of £1,500 to invest for the children of 


bankruptcy to operate as a bar to the liability of the contributory in reapect of | 00¢ Ann Lindsay. Instead, however, of in 


fature calls, Currry, J., said that the bankrupt was entitled to object to his 
name being on the list as 8 contributory. It appeared to 
the proper person to be put on the list was the itrustee in 
For the purposes of his decision the statement of the law as obtaining in Scot. 
land must be said to be the fact, and, therefore, taking the 


wag wh gueetion before the court as to the effect of the 
Licitors, Munns ¢ Longden; G. Davis, Morgan, & Co. 


Vestine Onper—CoryHoLps—TRUSTEE Acr, 1850 (13 


88. 15, 28.—In the case of In re Godfrey's Trusts, betore Chitty, J., on the 
8rd inst., a petition was presented for an order 
beneficial owner, the trustee, who bad been dul 


died intestate and withont an heir, 


the beneficial owner, or whetber it was necessary to a; 


or, under section 20 of the Act, a 


Holland (29 W. R. 449, L. B. 16 Cb, D. 
Considered that the court 


person to convey, 
sions of In re White (L. RB. 6 Ch. 


Scotch law as given, 


vesting copyholds in the 
ly admitted tenant, having 
The question arose whether the court 
bad jurisdiction under the Trustee Act, 1850, to vest the lands directly in 


he conflicting deci- 
698, 19 W. R. Ch, Dig. 90) and Jn re 
672) were referred to. Currry, J, 


his lordship that 
the sequestration. 


e afterwards became bankrupt, and the money was wholly lost. 
Keogh having been heard ia extenaation, 
Huppteston, B., said it was one of the gravest cases that had come 


age it to his own credit at his bankers, and applied it to | own purposes. 
before 


the court, and there could be no hesitation in the course which it was their 


bankruptey law.— | duty to adopt. It was necessary in the interests of society that when a 


solicitor received money for a particular object and diverted it to his own pur- 
poses, that the punishment should be eae eg Here i 
young children who had been defranded, and the 


8 


cond) 


& 14 Vicr. c, 60), | peculiarly cruel. The rule would be made absolate to strike him off the rolls. 


nt a new trustee 


Nort#, J., concurred.— Ti 








SOCIETIES, 


HIGHWAY BOARD CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 
At a meeting of the committee of this society, held on March 2, at the Law 
t: 


bad jurisdiction under the combined o of 
sections 15 and 28 of the Trustee Act, 1850, to make, and feuee moan par ig Chancery-lane, London—present : Joseph 7 x i. 


TRIX on Finst anp Szconp Pagrs,—In the 


_the order as prayed.—Soxiciton, Z. H. Biggin, 


Wir1—Exxcurion—Arrestation on Finst PaGE—SIGNaTuRE oF Tasta- 
Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 


Division, on the 6th inat., an application was made (Jn the 


ten upon a printed form which had an 


under the following circu 


attestation 


firet of a sheet of , but it covered the whole of two 
@ and © balf of the page of the sheet, The signature of the 


Goods of Wray) to 
mestancan’ Shy willton | tab 
clause printed at the 
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** The committee are further of opinion that such com tion should be 
adequate, and such as fairly to meet the liability which the person or persons 
liable ratione tenure will be relieved from, and this they consider to be in 
accordance with the true construction of the statutes above referred to, and 
that in applying the same in all cases when the person or persons liable to the 
repair is subject to payment of highway rates, such liability should be taken 
into account ; that this role should be followed in all cases subject to such 
mee al as in the circumstances of each particular instance may seem 
reasonable.” 


——— 


MANCHESTER INCORPORATED LAW ASSOCIATION, 


At the annual dinner of the Manchester Incorporated Law Association, 
held at the Albion Hotel, Mr. J. F. Tweedale, of Oldham, the president for 
the year, was supported by the Mayors of Manchester and Salford and the 
Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster (Mr. H. Fox Bristowe, 


C.). 

The Mayor of MancuEsTer proposed the toast of ‘‘The Manchester 
Incorporated Law Association,” which was responded to by Mr. Henry 
Woop, vice-president. 

Mr. Coorer “ The Lord Chancellor and the Jadges,” coupling 
the toast with the name of the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine. 

Vice-Chancellor Bristow: in responding, said that as Vice-Chancellor of 
the County Palatine he was the representative in this county of the 
Duke of Lancaster, and as such it was his duty to maintain the preroga- 
tives and privileges of the Duke of Lancaster, and he believed he could not 
do so more effectively than by saying that he heartily sympathized with the 
efforts which were just now being made in this district to secure in all 
cases, not only in the Chancery Court of Lancaster, but generally, a 
thoroughly efficient local administration of justice. He must confess to 
some feeling of regret that when the various public bodies were arranging 
to have their deputations to the Lord Chancellor upon this important sub- 
ject the matter was not mentioned to him, for he would have been willing 
to accompany that deputation, and he thought that, with reference espe- 
cially to constant or continuous sittings within the district of a judge of the 
Queen’s Bench Division, he could have given to the Lord Chancellor informa- 
tion which he (the Vice-Chancellor) derived from his own experience in the 
court over which he had the honour to preside in regard to the advantage of 
local jurisdiction which might have led the Lord Chancellor to take a more 
favourable view of the subject than his lordship seemed to have entertained. 
He could have shown, by reference to the records of the Lancashire Chancery 
Court, how additional facilities for the local and speedy administration of 
justice resulted, not only in a large accession of important business to the court, 
showing that suitors were fully satisfied, but also tended to make the court 
self-supporting. The Lord Chancellor’s view appeared to be that it would bea 
mistaketo isolate Lancashire from the rest of thecountry, and to conferon Lanca- 
shire the benefit of local administration of justice with constant or continuous 
sittings unless such a system were made applicabletothe wholecommunity. But 
in legislation of that kind it might fairly be said that a beginning must be 
made somewhere, and what district was so fitted for experimental legislation 
in this direction as this ous and important commergial county of 
Lancaster, where there existed an ancient local Chaneery Court 
which is thoroughly pecs or ¢ ? It was, and for a long time had been, 
his firm conviction that the judges ought to come to the suitors, not 
the suitors to the judges; and, indeed, this was already recognized in 
principle bythe system of judges attending the assizes. But instead of the 
atten being occasional, why should it not be constant ? In litigation 
arising out of or affecting ts, trade marks, water rights, pollutions of 
streams, rights affecting light and air, and other si matters, large 
numbers of witnesses, and often skilled and professional witnesses, 
were engaged, and great ex was incurred. It mune to him 
to be eminently right that such cases should be heard with least possible 
delay, and in the neighbourhood of the locus in quo, and not 200 miles 
away from it. He might say that he had already suggested at the annual 
meeting of the Social Science Association yh maa ie, 
local jurisdiction should be adopted ; that the country should 
in centres, each centre to be surrounded i 


railway communication from the other towns within the district. The 
question of expense was not worth ideration in comparison with the 
ublic convenience and advantage; and, indeed, the courts would probably 
sll eapprting But it seemed to be feared that some difficulty might 
occur with re to the bar if the proposed scheme were to be adopted. He 
believed that this objection was not well founded. Ifthe public found 
sufficient business, the bar would undoubtedly find their way tothe business, 
The question of the bar would soon solve itself. He need only refer to the 
high standing and effici of the local bars of Manchester and Liverpool 
in support of this assertion, and could safely say in the presence of 
the gentlemen now assembled, who would, he felt sure, agree with him in the 


| 
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to this the Vice-Chancellor expressed his readiness to give any assistance he 
could so as to secure that in his court the business should be rapidly trans. 
acted, and with fair remuneration to all parties, while at the same time the 
expenses should not bear so large a proportion to the amount of the estate 
as was sometimes unfortunately the case. ; 
The Mayor of Mancuester and Mr. Harvey, of Liverpool, who spoke at 
a later period, referred with great satisfaction to the o tions of the 
Vice-Chancellor bearing upon the question of the local administration of 
justice in Lancashire and the continuous sittings of judges within the county, 
and observed that the Vice-Chancellor need have no regret that he did not 
form part of the deputation, inasmuch as his independent opinion would’ be 
much more influential and authoritative than if it had been merged in that of 
any deputation. 
The Mayor of Satrorp also expressed himself strongly in favonr of the 
localization of courts of justice, and of continuous sittings therein, he 
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having been for many years of opinion that the administration of justice was 
not adequate to the demands of this locality, and that if the commercial 
community were patient under the existing state of things, they had not 
arrived at a state of complete freedom. 
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INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION, 


The following candidates were suvcessfal at the preliminary examination 


held on the 14th and 15th of February, 1883 :— 


Addison, Edward Tasker Herbert 
Allen, David 
Appleton, Charles Frederick 


Greg, John Ronald 
Greenwell, Herbert Maitland 
Greenwood, Thomas Fairthorne 


Arnott, William Hale, Frederick Johnstone O’Brien 
Aslatt, Edwin Hall, Robert 

Aylen, Percy Lionel Hallam, Walter William 

Barber, Harry Hamilton, John Zachary Macaulay 
Beckton, Walter Dorning Heatley, Arthur Edward 

Bertie, Frank Horace Henry, Thomas William 

Bielby, Horace Claude Victor Hill, Richard 


Bigmore, John Frederick 
Birchall, Thomas Wheater 
Blakelock, Christopher Albert 


Hobson, George 
Homer, Thomas 
Isaacson, Martin Sylvester 


Bohm, William Dunsmore Jones, Thomas Lewis 
Bolland, William Thomas Jourdain, Albert Edward Towle 
Bolus, Herbert Walter Kemp, Alexander Davideon 


Booker, Ivor Partridge 
Bowker, William Stuart 


Knowles, Frederic 
Knowles, Jonathan 


Brewis, George Robson Large, Thomas 

Briggs, Arthur Hickson Lidiard, Herbert 

Briggs, Jobn Morley Lloyd, John Arthur 
Bristow, Charles Frederick Alfred Lowdell, Henry Douglas 


Brooks, William Dean 
Brown, Harold Frederick Stewart 
Brown, Herbert George 


Loynes, Herbert Edward 
Lumley, Cecil oy ear: 
McIver, William John Graham 


Badd, Frank Mackenzie, Kenneth 
Burton, Ernest Montague MacLeod, Donald John 
Butler, Alfred Middleton Marsh, Alban Bower 
Capper, Harry Woodifield Marshall, John 

Carpenter, Percy Tranter Marehall, Robert 

Chabot, George Herbert Maynard, John Alfred 
Chambers, George William Melhuish, Alfred Warren 
Chambers, R. B. Middlebrook, Edwin Herbert 


Charnley, William Stewart George 
Chapelle, 0. de Moston dela 
Clarkson, Herbert G. 

Clough, Frederic Norman 

Clowes, Albert Frank 

Cobban, James McDonald 
Cotton, Roland Ord 


Money, Walter MacLachlan 
Morrie, Astley John Skilbeck 
Morris, William Henry 

Muller, James Harrington Stratford 
Nicholson, Frederic 

Northcote, Horace 

Norton, Edwin Charles 


Crawford, Frederic Nortoo, John William 
Crossley, John Wilkinson Parkinson, Robert 
men, Alexander Parr, Richard William 
Cullen, Alfred Joseph Parrott, Walter Alexander Sands 
Davies, David Thomas Payne, John Bertram 
Davies, John Peacocke, Francis O'Neill 


Day, Herbert William 
Day, Sam Cheetham 
Difford, Harry White 
Dixon, William Herbert 





Pease, Percy Dancan 

Peele, William Charles Clement 
Phipps, George Trotman 

Pinch, Frederick Wiiliam 


observation that their busivess which came before bim was in very safe hands | Domvile, Edwin Arthur Barry Pogson, Mansfield 
when intrusted to those members of the bar who practised before him, The | Dorman, Francis Thomas Powell, Frederic William 
Vice-Chancellor added that it always gave him pleasure to receive the | Ellis, Montague Prall, Arthur Smeed 
suggestions of the law societies, and to confer with their deputations on | Ellis, Sydney James Prall, Ernest Finley 
matters the business of his court, and he mentioned two subjects | Ellison, Frank Preston, Thomas Leighton Calbeck 
especially on which he should be glad to co-operate with them, One was the | Evans, Arthur Ponsford Oann Price, Jobn 
bringing of certain matters before the judge io chambers direct instead of by | Fort, George Henry Rawlings, Walter James 
of appeal, This would not only secure a more rapid dispatch of the basiness | Freeman, Drury Rawlinson, Cecil John 
a diminution of expense, but would lead to the more satisfactory Francis Sydney Read, David Robert 
of some matters in which the judge would be able to ask questions as to | Garnett, Robert Singleton pe cola 3 
character and conduct which it was not always desirable to ask in public | Gates, Howard Francis Robinson, John William ad 
court, The other matter was the reduction of expense in small cases, and as | Grazebrook, William Henry Sacr6, Walter John . 
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of the question, ‘Is the policy of the Government, as foreshadowed in the 
Queen’s Speech, sati P” which had been adjourned from the previous 
meeting. Messrs. A. Austin, Pearce, Stuart Smith, Bartlett, Bilney, and 
FE, C, Davies — the Government, while Messrs. Griffith, Ratcliffe, 
G. B, Ellis, and Lloyd Jones spoke on the Conservative side. The debate 
was carried on in a most spirited manner on both evenings, and many very 
able speeches were delivered, Forty-seven members voted in the division 
which was taken at the close of the debate. The result of the division was 
that the question was negatived by a majority of one vote. 

Tuesday, the 6th of March.—After the dispatch of businese, the society 
debated the question, ‘Should all members of Parliament have the option of 
affirming in lieu of taking the oath of allegiance?” which Mr, Indermaur 

the affirmative, Messrs. Todd, S. G. Skelton, Stanley (visitor), 
Blagg, Napier, and Bartlett also spoke for the affirmative, and Messrs. Bower, 
Ellis, and Stanley advocated the negative. On the question being put to the 
meeting it was declared to be carried by a majority of five votes. - 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


THE COUNTY COURT RULES, 1883. 


1.—These Rules may be cited as ‘‘The County Court Rules, 1883,” or 
each Rule may be cited as if it had been one of “The County Court Rules, 
1875,”” and had been numbered therein by the number of the Order and Rule 
placed in the margin opposite each of these Rules. 

2.—An Order and Rule referred to by’number in these Rules shall mean 
the Order and Rule so numbered in “‘ The County Court Rules, 1875.” 


Orper IV. 
CoMMENCEMENT OF ACTION. 
8.—Order IV., Rule 4, shall be read as if the words “in England or 
Wales’’ had been inserted after the word ‘‘else”’ in such Rule. 
4,—To Order IV., Rule 7, there shall be added, “‘ Provided that the Regis- 
trar may allow further time for the delivery of the affidavit.” 


Orpzr V. 

Parries. 
5.—Order V., Rule-7, shall not apply where it is otherwise provided by 
statute as to the suing or being sued by a married woman, or as to the 
suing by an infant. 


6.—Any —— carrying on business in the name of a firm apparent} 
consisting of more than one person may be sued in the name of such firm. : 


Orper VII. 
Parricurars AND SraTeMENT or CLAIM. 


oe VII., Rule 8, is hereby annulled, and the following shall stand in 
1.—Notice for further particulars may be given.] In all actions the Defendant 
med within three clear days of his served with the summons, give 
to the Plaintiff that he requires particulars, and the Plaintiff 
Seals tuo chate dire of service of such notice, file full particulars of 
his claim, and of the relief or remedy to which he claims to be entitled, and 
Within the same time shall deliver to the Defendant a copy thereof. If the 
Plaintiff fails to comply with such notice, or complies therewith insufficiently, 
the Judge at the tuil, if satisfied that the Defendant has thereby been 
Prejudiced in his defence, may order the Plaintiff to file and deliver full 
particulars, and may adjourn the action, and stay all proceedings therein 
until such order has been complied with, and may make such order as to 
costs as he may think fit. Provided that a Plaintiff may without any order 
file and deliver amended culars of demand at any time before the return 
day. And the Judge at the trial, if satisfied that the Defendant has not had 
& reasonable opportunity of preparing his defence to any new matter intro- 
duced by such amendment, may disallow the amendment, or may adjourn 

the action, and may make such order as to costs as he may think fit. 

Onper VIII. 
: Prawnt Nors anp Summons. 

8.—In Order VIII., Rule 7, for the words ‘shall be delivered” the words 


‘should, in order to ensure its service, be delivered” are hereby substituted. 
9.—Order VIII., Rule 23, shall apply to a default summons as well. as to 


an ordinary summons, 





© Savage, kaa —_ + seat pe Onver XIV. 
- Sabepere, iem n, George EvipEnce. 
Shaw, David James Tyte, William H. A. . 
Arminé Ho Voss, Howell Walters 10.—Documents produced from proper custody to be read without proof unless 
Se Charles — Macleod Waite, Herbert Lancaster objected to.) Order XIV., Rule 5, is hereby annulled, and the following shall 
Smyth, William Bertram Walton, Hereward stand in lieu thereof :— ala, j ac 
Sprott, William Taggart Ward, Joseph Brooker Where any documents which would, if duly proved, be admissible in evi- 
- Swindlehurst, Albert Watts, Henry Moore dence are produced to the Court from ary oa custody, they shall be read 
Sykes, Edmund George Wickham, Charles Bertram without further proof, if, in the opinion of the Judge, they appear genuine, 
Taylor, Ernest Sextus Williamson, George Samael and if no objection be taken thereto ; and if the admission of any document 
Taylor, Jobn Tindale Wood, Arthur E. B. so produced be objected to, the Judge may adjourn the hearing for the 
fiHiam Wood, Charles John roof x wee documents, as be party objecting shall wm ger 0 
Trostraw, Edward : y such objection, in case the documents shall afterwards be proved, unless 
” sg Tay Seay Ve Judge shall otherwise order. 
— _ 11.—Use of answer at trial.} Any party may, at the trial of an action or 
LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. pga wwe age on A pee oe ri = a re Be Bisa tg d 
Tuesday, the 27th of Febraacy.—The society proceeded with the discussion ok cons te pee Thi prs \dok at fhe inie of ais baowans, and if shall va 


of opinion that any other of them are so connected with those put in that 
the last-mentioned answers ought not to be used without them, he may 
direct them to be put in. 


Orper XIX. 
ENFORCEMENT OF JUDGMENTS AND ORDERS. 

12,—Ezxecution on judgment against a firm.] Where a judgment is against 

ers in the name of the firm, execution may issue in manner following : 

(a.) Against any property of the partners as such : 

(s.) Against any property of any person who has admitted that he is or has 

been adjudged to be a partner. 

If the who has obtained judgment claims to be entitled to issue 
execution against any other person as being a member of the firm, he may 
apply to the Registrar for leave so to do; and the oe cameo may give such 
leave if the liability be not disputed, or, if such liability be disputed, may 
order that the liability of such person be determined by the Court on motion. 


Ornpsr XXXVI, 
Costs, 


13,—Delivery of costs.] Where a bill of costs has not heen 
day of trial, it shall be delivered to the Registrar of the Court 
clear days of the day of trial. 


in a short and concise form, the item or items, or parts or part 

thereof, objected to, and may thereupon apply to the taxing officer to review 
era 10 os e: 

15.—Review of taxation upon objections, su apcoe i taxing 
officer shall reconsider and review his Santion: upon om objections, and he 
may, if he shall think fit, receive further evidence in respect thereof, and, if 
so required by either party, he shall state either in his certificate of taxation 
or allocatur, or by reference to such objection, the grounds and reasons of his 
decision thereon, and any special facts or circumstances relating thereto. 

16.—Allowance to scientific witnesses.} Where in ve action brought under 
the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, or the Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 
1876, or for the recovery of property exceeding in value twenty pounds, or of 
any sum exceeding twenty pounds, scientific witnesses are summoned, the 
Judge may order them to be allowed such costs as they would be allowed in 
the High Court of Justice. 

17.—Judge’s certificate for costs.] Where a Judge certifies under section 5 
of the County Courts Costs and Salaries Act, 1882, the certificate shall be 
entered on the Minutes of the Court. 


Ornpsr XXXVI. 
Practice, 


18.—Order XXXVII., Rule 2, is hereby annulled, and the following shall 

ee a his solicitor, he shall give notice in writing to 
ere an y changes his solici e give notice in wri 

the Reaktor, af the solicitor, if any, acting for any other party to the 

action or proceeding, of the change and of the name or firm and place of 

business of the new solicitor, and the Registrar shall file the notice given to 


him. 

19.—A solicitor acting for a party in an action may give notice in writing 
by post or otherwise to the Registrar and to the other party or parties, or 
his or their solicitor, that he is so acting, whereupon service of any document, 
notice, or ing whatsoever authorised by these rules to be served by or 
upon a solicitor so acting shall be served by or upon such solicitor accordingly, 
and he shall be deemed to be the solicitor acting for the party on whose 
behalf he has given such notice, until notice of change of tor has been 
duly given. No notice need be given under this rule by a solicitor acting 
for the Plaintiff where the plaint has been entered by such solicitor and the 
particulars duly signed by him. : 

20.—Order VII., Rule 11, is hereby annulled, and the following 

ei ee Order made interlocutory 
y notice oO or an er upon any ix pro- 
ceeding may be by the aclicitor of the party requiring to effect such 


service. 
21.—Order XXXVII., Rule 12, is hereby annulled, and the following shall 
stand in lieu thereof. 


an ay in writing to such allowance or disallowance, specifying therein 
by a li 
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Where by reason of the absence of any sa rey nil any other sufficient 
cause, the service of any summons (other than a default summons), notice, 
order, ae comment connot be mada, the Ties oF 
may, pon an. afidsvib showing grounds, make an Order for su 


ep ondet XEXVIL., Rule 16, is hereby arnulled, and the following shall 


stand in lieu thereo 
Parties Ay rm ny to ime by emt, nang si gar oy Hee 
ties. xed by } these rules for taking any step or filing an 
any no oie in aby ston or protean, but where such consent eat 
to the Ju 


ays either party on notice to 
maa ae Grier to of: thes 


tn olan, it Ee Sm ect sought to have 
been obtained, with the consent of ne 


the other party. 
23.—Order "XXXVIL., Rules 26 and 29, are hereby annulled, and the 
fallerrings snl Siang. 10 Hae Haaraor. 
y Party Pap Maca d before an action is called on fo the Tpage ot 
Request ts adjournment, and, if granted, no trial fee shall be paid 
where the application is made for the Tat ake daria tne procmens 04 the 


24--An affidavit shall not be filed which has been sworn before a Com- 
missioner who is the solicitor acting for any party in the action, or a partner 
or a clerk of such solicitor. 


Orpen XXXTIX5, 
Tas Emptoyers’ Lraprirry Act, 1880, 


25.—In Order XXXIX3, Rule 1, for the words ‘shall be delivered’ the 
pao ne Ax eae in order to ensure its service, be delivered” are hereby 
su 


Orver XLI. 
Inrgrion Courts Jupcments Extension Act, 1882. 


62.—Proof that judgment is not satisfied.] Where, under section 3 of the 
Inferior Courts J Extension Act, 1882, application is made for the 
grant of a certificate of a judgment, a fee of two and sixpence shall 
be paid, and proof that the judgment has not been satisfied and of the 
amount remaining unsatisfied shall be given to the satisfaction of the 
iat by aldavit fry nted.| Tf th joint ts fi t 
_ certificate shall not be gra e ju is for en 
within a period therein mentioned or by instalments, and fod shal 
aah hove suuieel or Gaheht ‘shall not have been made in are some 
instalment, the certificate shall not be —_ wad 
e names, 


set forth { in the vertifcate 
29.— Additions to certificate.] The Registrar shall endorse on the certificate 


the number of the plaint and the amount remaining due aS Saree, 
i his signature, shall add to the 


al 
ie 
& 
eet 
: 
: 
Fi 


affidavit or atherulan: to the satisfaction of the 


applying is the proper and that ty is ited oe : 
recovered on the Kiidesah, and pea payment of the for stcnn MAREE 


Orper XLII, 
Marzrep Women’s Prorerty Act, 1882, 


37.—Form of summons.| Where application is made under sect, 17 of 
the Married Women’s Act, 1882, iculars of the q to 
be submitted ote tones the Court be the Sa wn 


@ summons 


proceedings the 
“— of co and the p: 

ts.) The Court shall dict upon what scale sears of the 
coading chall-be teed, 


SCHEDULE. 
314. Certificate to be given by a County Court. 
Inreniorn Courts Jupcments Extension Act, 1882. 
I , certify that [here eo oa agar Defendant} ont re 
address 0, son obtaini por Mawel, and whether Plat or Defendant] on 
er day of sf 8 , obtained judgment against [here stay 
name, business, or tion and address of person against whom judgment wu 
obtained, and whether Plaintiff or Defendant] in the County Court o: 
holden at for payment of the sum of 
account of [here state shortly the nature of the claim with the amount of Ps 
(if any) for which judgment was obtained. | F 


Date. 


EnporseEmMent to be made on Certiricate granted by a Country Count. 
No, of Plaint, 








Amount for which judgment was obtained - 
Paid into Court ey oe 
Remaining dueon judgment - + + -» 


Fee and costs for obtaining certificate of the 
judgment (45 & 46 Vict. c. S31, 8, 4). 


We etic Biotic? 























Nore or Preszntation to be appended to a Continent sought to be 
registered in a County Court 


The above certificate is presented by me for registration in the Counly 
Court of holden at fo rg with the provision 
of the Inferior Courts J slguonte Roteniion Ack 1882. 
Here insert place, $c., in which the goods are 
Solicitor or Creditor, 
Address. 
Date, 








31.—Costs of obtaining ficate.| There shall be allowed to a solicitor for ; 
the costs of the oe) five shillings ; and where an affidavit is 315. Warrant of Execution. 
eee seven S stieetines Sainte erties heap Inrgerion Courts Jupemunts Extension Act, 1882. 
00 0 on , if any, holden 
allowed, with the wt lis of the fee of oo —— and sixpence to be be paid Jn the Oppnty Ooust of # 
for the es = the pohgd sere dean endorsed on the certificate by the Plaintiff, 
officer gran’ Po Mich ccdcennans shall be an authority for the ere 
Court in which the certificate is registered to add the enid oosts and feo to Address and Description, 
the amount to be recovered by execution the goods and chattels of ; 
the person against whom the j nt shall have been obtained. Defendant, 
33.—On presenting 9 for een 6 a copy to be filed.] The per- Address and Description,’ 
son presenting a certificate for registration shall add to his note of presenta- *As given in gertificate. 
tion, to be appended to the certificate, a description of the within the Whereas on the day of 188, the 
urisdiction of the Court in which the and of the person | Plaintiff [or Defendant], obtained a judgment in the 
against whom Wee Seaenere bee beat 0 ined are, and shall also present a Defendant [or Plainti : in [erg ost forth the Court mentioned in 
copy thereof, with the endorsement thereon, written on po a Pm 9 ficate), for A cry yment $ of he sm of £ for | 
Payment. of & fee of two shillings and sixpence shall be made at costs [or damages walmart Upon efor ro 
es ] to be paid yn 
34.—Registration of certifieate.] On the presentation of a certificate for or Court that the 
which the with a cop pyehes oh abedaia: the Registrar shall, if the place within pes ey of oe a ee i) old py pay the 
the goods and c' ls of the whom the o jeigment has 
boon obtainod are stated tobe, is within the j ction of the Court of which 
he is the Registrar, seal the pemtbiele isd vagivior the Siuea by gutting th 


into the then current Minute Book of the Court, on the last or so of 
such Lovey Ons sea Paws vee Care the Sony af the Coriltente oy return it to 


the presenting the certifica’ 
.——Cost of registering,| There shall be allowed to a solicitor for the cost 
of registering a certificate the sum of five shillings which, with the fee for 


36.—No money to except on production of sealed No money 
Pe gegen By songs. dog ene wer wh # sag of the 
certificate. Provided thet in the event of such copy yed, 


another copy may be sealed and sre tt pop evn pe by 
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‘of this Court, and return of what a a 
ea jot ak edly Plane Ay Rhos By 


g warrant 
Given under the soel af the Court, this 


% the High Bailiff of the said Court, and others the’ 


Amoont for which judgment was obtained + 
Paid as stated in centifieate = = » 


. Pre tiftoate 
os fastnnyy Bas yt ict. c. 31, 8. 4) - 
Remaining due ee Be 


Poundage for issuing this Warrant - « 
Total amount to be Jevied > 


= 


-£ 





























ortct.—The goods and chattels are not to be sold until after the end of 
were seized, unless they 


the Deb 


five days next following the day on which the 


be of a perishable nature, or at the request of 





pon ist Application was made to the Roghstese for this warrant at 


fanutes past the hour of 
of 188 


Hore state for the information of the High’ Bathf the place, $c., where the good® 


are stated to be, 
816. 


BD Wourn’s. ( Acr, 1882, 


Mazer 
You are hereby summoned at sa jomaner of 


PLE? ot # Conny, Oonet bo tp holden 


at 
at 
the noon, when te Const eg 
lhe suseal, ond te male on solar oth temas fo ike meee 


MPa this day of ‘ 





, Henry 

7, Stonor, and James being Ju of County Courts 3 ar] 
aR Pebee et oarty spp and 

Forms of Proceedings therein, under the 32nd section of ‘The County 

Courts Act, 1856,” have, by virtue of the powers vested in us thereb 

ot all other powers us in this behalf, framed the foregoi 

ify the same to the Lo 


“ 
i 
E 
: 
: 
é 


, Morrenax. 
I approve of these Rules and Forms, to come into force in all County 
March, 1883, 


Courts on the first day of 


Revsr? Kerrze. 








OBITUARY. 


MR, WILLIAM GEORGE HARRISON, Q.C, 
alk Bien Harrison, Pe, died died at his residence, South Lodge, 
arth bora » 1826, and be ic 
Cambridge. Down asa successf u 
at the Cambridge Ui on the Co ti d he 

wig rangle in ito, He wu called to the bar st the toner fomp 
erm, Ww he join be Home Circuit, and tho Breer, Hert 

ford, and St, Albans He pu action with My. G 
saiako a iee? eed a no fee 


Tet ou at Bed obnned ae rept 


Compensatiou cases, and also in arbp 
and he had since had @ very 


on the 5 4-2 Mr. 


pet etna olsen 
eee; , le chambers gown from wee ate ec in 1877, 
thare of leading business, He was s fearless 
or eently em to argue cases the Court of A 
M:, mus.» bonchar of the Tane 


and able advorate, and was 
and H 


William oe of Bishops Waltham, and was born oho ar — a 
at Winchester at Trinity College, uated in 1838 

| en Game are and he practised 
for many years on the Western Circuit, and at the Ham Winchester, 
Portsmouth, and Southampton Sessions. Hehad for many years an extensive 
criminal and sessions. besiness in Hampshire. Ia 1871 he was i 
recorder of Southampton, and ho toen afherennda potion nished his 


Gunner was 0 mopar iF ye = fea sat as pis 
judge county courts in married 
jaughter of Mr. Ede . Edward ely, ar Bab ah ~iaas "* 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr, Feayx Lanpoy, solicitor (of the the rm of Postans & Landon), of 43, 
New§Broad-street, and of Brentwood, me been appointed 9 Commissioner to 
administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Sir Anrnur Joun Orway, baronet, M.P., who has been elected Chairman 
of Ways and Means in the House of Commons, is the son of Admiral Sir 
Rober? Waller Otway. He was was born in 1822, and he sueceeded to the 
baronetcy on the death of his elder brother in 1851. He wap eaten tp Bp bee 
at the Middle Temple in Hilary Term, 1850, and he was Under-Secretary of 
State for Foreign Affairs from 1868 til 1871. He represented Stafford in the 
Liberal interest from 1852 till 1857, and Chatham from 1§65 till 1874, and 
he was elected M.P. for Rochester in 1878. 

Mr, Bensamin Burpexix, solicitor and notary, of Sheffield, has been 
elected President of the ‘Sheffield District Incorporated Law Society for the 
eusning year. 

Mr. Henry Pzarson Gates, solicitor and notary, of Peterborongb, has 
been appointed High Sheriff of Cambridgeshire and Huntingdenshire for 
the ensving year. Mr, Gates was admitted a solicitor in 1840. He is registrar 
of the diocese of teeth and of the archdeaconries of Poss 2 and 
Oakham, chapter clerk of Peterborough Cathedral, aod to the 
bishop. He is a magistrate for Huntingdonshire, and for the liberty of 
Peterborough, and he has served the office of mayor of Peterborough. 


Mr. Joux Trevor Davies, solicitor, of Yeovil and Sherborne, has been 
appointed Deputy-Coroner for the Soe ee Division of Somersetshire. 
Mr. Davies was admitted a solicitor in 1 

pps Accazigs febescage te v0 pee to act as a 
Presidency Magistrate at Madras. Mr, Maskell was to the bar at the 
Middle Te Temple in Trinity Term, 1869. 

Mr, Gseorer Enctanp, solicitor, of Howden and Goole, who has -been 
appointed Clerk to the County Magistrates at Howden, in succession 
to ~ father, the late Mr. George England, senior,'was admitted a solicitor 
in 1865. 

Mr. Guoncz Maw, solicitor, of i eee Auckland, has been ted 
Clerk to the Spennymoor Local Board. Mr, Maw was ‘admitted a solicitor in 
1872, 

Mr, Husert. WInsTanNLey, barrister, hag been appointed by the Chancellor 
of the Dachy of Lancaster to the office of Registrar tor the Manchester District 
of the Chancery Court of Lancashire, vacant by the death of Mr. aera 
Wilbraham, Mr. Winstanley was Mga to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
Hilary Term, 1877. He has practised in the Chancery Division and in the 
Lancashire Chancery Court. 

Sir Perer Benson MAxwEtt, knight, has been directed by her Majesty's 
Government to proceed to Egypt to superintend the organization of the new 
judicial tribunals in that country. Sir P. B. Maxwell is the eon of the Rev. 
Peter Benson Maxwell. He was born in 1818, and he was educated at 
Trinity College, Dablin. He was called to the-bar at the Middle Temple 
in Michaelmas Term, 1841, and he formerly practised on the Home Circuit. 
He received the honour of knighthood in 1856, on being appointed recorder 
4 Penang, and he was Chief Justice of the Straits Settlements from 1866 
till 1874. 

Mr. Recinatp N, Rogers, of Falmouth, solicitor, has been appointed a 
Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


‘ DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS, 


Tuomas Joun Broap, and Cuartes Broan, solicitors, 23, Laurence 
Pouptney-lane, London (Broad & Broad). March 1. 

Cnartes Heaton Hinps, Joszpa Harris, and Faxrpsrick: RarMonp 
Barber LinpseL (Nicholls, Hinde, & Co.), Altrincham, Cheshire, solicitors. 
December 31. The business will be continued by Mr. Goce Harris and 
Mr, F. R. B. Lindsell, ander the style or firm of Nicholls, Harris, & Lindsell. 

Artur Incram RopiNson, Henry Joun Rosmson, and Ropsrt Taomas 
G11, solicitors, Blackburn and Clitheroe (Robingons, Sons, &Gil}). Arthur 
Ingram Robinson and Heory Jobn Robinson will carry on the said business 
nage om style fem of Selene & iene. Fi 28. ns 

oHN GiBson You.t, BORGE WILKINSON, ieee e, 
solicitors (Chartres, Youll, & Wilkinson). Peery 


Eowix Newman, Joun Locxe Jeans, Onar.rs atid ween: ors, 
tong be wage meng. = lyr JosEPa ee he ag 
B 1D ev. tors (Newman, ‘am J 
ay Relea oly tp ty Be i Jeans, who » rom te rw 
The said business will be carried on by the said Edwia 








ine Newman, James Bernard 
Gould a FS AY ne 
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COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomt Stock ComPantiss. 


— Ix "crc 


Dzracez’s Extract or Bexr Company, Lrurrep. an order dated 
Feb 8, appointed Mr Charles Lee Nichols, 1, Victoria sf to, st, to be o ommkal liquidator 

Drvow axp Cornwatt Darry Farm Company, Liurrsp.—Fry, J, has, by an order 
dened Neb 17, sppsintt Wiliam Henry Béwari, 2%, Borongh High st, Souihwerk, 


Horpvras Teeme Dcna30 Rartuway Company, Liwitzp.—By an order made by bear 4] 


J, dated Feb 21, it was ordered that the volun tary winding up of the company be con- 
tinued. Serj ’ inn, solicitor for the petitioner 
MrircHE.i’s Ce gant Dats Founpry Company, Limtrepv.—Chitty, J, has, by an 
order Feb 22, appointed Masterman, King st chambers, Vakefield, » to be 
pear pe liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before April 2, to send their names 
and addresses, and the bend pnp + of their debts or claims to the above. April 23 at 
12 is appointed for and adjudicating upon the debts ont Gasette claims 21 
azette, Mar ch 


ag oye Laczr Bese Brzwzry, Lrurrep.—Pearson, J., has by an order dated 
Jan 2 appointed Joseph Shubrook, 9, Gracechurch oa to be oficial liquidator. 
Loa aged mpeg on or before April 12, to send their names and addresses, 
— arti of their debts or claims, to the above. April 20 at 3 is appointed 

~d am and adjudicating upon the debts and c 

P. . Crrotan Sitver Leap Mure, Liwrrep. pono J., has fixed March 15 at 1, at 
his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

Commerciat Ustow Bawx, Liurrep.—By an order made by Chitty, J., dated Feb 14, it 
was ordered that the bank be wound up. . Wild and Co, Ironmonger lane 

Goze Investuent Association, LiuttEp.—Pearson, J., has by an order, dated Jan 16, 
appointed Sydney Smith, 70, Basinghall st, to be official liquidator 

Lowpow anp PRoviINcraL Hovsz, Lawp, Morteacs, anp Investment ComPAny, 
Lixurrep.—By an order made by Fry, J., dated Feb 23, it was ordered that the com- 
pany be wound up. Clarkson and Co, Carter lane, Doctors’ commons, solicitors for 
the petitioner 

Mazrxz Prers Company, Loorepy.—By an order made by Chitty, J., dated Feb 22, it 
was ordered that the company be wound up. Champion and Co, Ironmonger lane, 
solicitors for the petitioner 

Norra rage gg el Srurver Leap Mintye Company, Lrurrep. —By an order made 
by Bacon, V.C., dated Feb 24, it was ordered the voluntary winding g up of the 
company be continued. Moore, Finsbury circus, agent for Roberts and Evans, 
Aberystwith, solicitors for the petitioner 

Parent ogee 4 anp Miytne Macuine Company, Liwrrrp.—By an order made by 
py «+, dated Feb 22, it was ordered thatthe company be wound up. Nickinson 

lane, ‘solicitors for the petitioner 

ion atiEy Cottizry Company, Lrurrgp.—Petition for winding up, resented 
March 1, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on March 16. Dubois and YY geid, Pan 

Queen st, agents for Close, Derby, solicitor for the petitioner 

Luarep.—By an order of the Chancery Division 

the court. ordered that the voluntary winding up of the 

wrance and Co, Old Jewry chambers, solicitors for the 


( Gasette, March 6,] 
Country Patatinz or Lancaster, 
Lrurrep us CHANCERY. 

InreewationaL Mantrz Hypzorarnic Company, Liurrep.—Petition for winding u 
presented Feb 24, directed to be heard before the V.C. at St George’s Hail, Liverpool, 
on March 12 at 10.30. Brook and Morris, Liverpool, solicitors for the petitioner 

(Gazette, March 6,] 
Frrenpty Socreties Disso.vep. 
Asn2vetor Unxion Socretr, London Inn, West st, Ashburton, Devon. Feb 24 
Fre_uatz Guanp Lopax, Temperance Hall, gate, York. Feb 23 
[ Gazette, March 2.] 


Lorat Invicrstz Loves, 176, Inpzrexpext Orpzr oy Opp Fztiows, MANCHESTER 
Umer, Five Ways Inn, Tipton, Stafford. Feb 28 
No 3 Farewpiy Soctery, Market Hall, Brynmawr. 


March 1 
Termiry Cuvgce FRiexpiy Socrzry, ‘National Schoolroom, West Bromwich, Stafford, 


March 1 
Wow ayp Ozruans’ Furp, White Swan Inn, Brook st, Warwick. March 1. 
{ Gazette, March 6.] 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 
CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 
Barxzz, Wasnets, Steiger, Chester, Engineer, Mar 14, Barker y Barker, Kay, J. 


Begzr, Git, Paddock Lower Brew, Huddersfield, Cloth Fuller. Mar 20, Berry v 
Berry, Cay, J. Humphreys, Hali 
Cuneris, Janus, mus, Portemouth, . Mar21, Chestle v Chestle, Fry,J. Addison, 


Houps Set, Beene, Tene Grocer. Mar 20, Hol 1 Kay, J. 

v Guilisame and 8 Balisbiry sq, Flot at g der v Holder, Kay, J 
1GuT, JAMES ee, xminster, Devon, Esq, Mar 16. Knight v Knight, 
Chitty, J. Arnold and mJ Lincoln’s inn i - 

Lawson, Mary Dz ¢7y . Gather Castle, York. April 2, De Burgh Lawson v De 
Burgh Lewson, Kay, Duncan, aa ge hields 

Maat, Jenn, 8 Gent, Mar12. Mills v Galt, Registrar, Durham, Lawson, 


Raw, seen, Mertiees, Marine Store Dealer, Mar 31, Rawv Romans, Kay, J. Mason. 


yeni hm dg Yeoman. Mar 20. London and County Banking Com- 
pany, Limited y T. er, Bas V.0. Minter, Folkestone gr 
stonat, Tuowas, New , Esq. Mar 21, Ackman v Paget, Kay, J. 


{Gasette, Feb, 20.) 
Coomzns, Tumasern, Thornhill ni, Barnsbury. Glerkeawell Parfitt v Lander and Boulton, 


paaeon “4 Fg Tag nee oe pea locas % Farnham 


Licensed V! 
oe Oe, te Raymond 
Hautwowst, Rowse, Michell, York, Mor ah, Kink’ Fak, Lavon, V,0, Deane, 





Kxzyworrn, Henry Gzrorar, Cirencester, Stationer, 
Atten! 


Mar 23, Kingsley 
betonbh. Ms Fours Gharetyara ¥ Keyworth 


Mazior, Hannan, Over Haddon, near Bakewell, Derby. Mar 24 Mellor y Mellor, 
Fry, J. B Broomhead, Bakewell 
en Joun, Falmouth, ee | Cabinet Maker. Mar 31. Tweedy y Roberta, 


Genn and Nalder, Falm 
THOMPSON CHARLES ALLEN, ‘Huddersfield, Solicitor. Mar 16. Lockwood v O'Sullivan, 


acon, V. C. Ellerton, New inn, Stran Stran: 
[Gasette, Feb. 2) 

BrEavucHaMP wry, Sutton, Surre Mar 26. Beauchamp. v- Beauchamp, 
Er Woodho o,new ns ie ee Mar 27 aah Pearse, > 

DWARDS, Emma, ell per! ‘olloway. . v 

7. Peacock, South eq, © Chitty, 
Horxins, GEorGE escbaaee o Northumberland House Asylum, Finsbury park, Ma 

30. Wright v Hopkins, Bacon, ¥.C. StuntsLincoin’s inn fields 
be are te Peckham de a) Surrey, Gent. Mar 20. Davis v Oman, Fry, J. Copping, 


liman sb, mmons 
Pues, Epwarp yon ay Bishop’ 's Castle, Salop, Carpenter. Mar 24, Newill v Pugh, 


Evans, Eastchea) ane 
——, Wiix1am, Stroud, Gloucester, Gent, Mar 16, Wilson v Turner, Bacon, ¥¢ 
Hemming, Cheltenham . vi 


[ Gazette, Feb, " 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
* LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


Boornmay, Joun Wit11aM, Thornton, York, Farmer. Mar 29. Wright, Skipton 
Brisker, Marcus, De Beauvoir rd, Kingsland, Match Manufacturer, Mar 24, 

White Lion st, Norton Folgate 
yey Hewey, Southampton row, Russell sq, Gent. Mar3l. Morten and Co, Now. 


gate st 

Cuicx, Tomas, Wambrook, Dorset, Farmer. Mar 14, Clarke and Lukin, Chard 

Co.ruurst, Janz, Albert st, Camden Town. Mar 25. Doyle, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

erg J one, Plymouth, Doctor of Medicine. Mar 31, allance and Vallance, Esser 

tran 5 

ase Witu1am, Preston, Lancaster, Furniture Broker. Mar 17. Forshaw ani 
Parker, Preston 

rg om Martua, Tittensor, near Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford, Mar 15, Paddook, 
Han 

Himsy Wrscns, Iiketshall, Suffolk, Gent. Mar3l. Hartcup, Bungay 

Hitrary, James, Leeds. April 16. Garforth, Dukinfield 

Hoae, Tene Felling, Durham, Retired Grocer. April 15. Joel and Co, Newcastle. 
wu 

Phe oct 3 Hannan, Getmbant, Durham, Grocer, Mar 10, Elsdon and Dransfeli, 
Newcastle-upon-T' 

J —— EstHER 
minste 

— sone Kingston-upon-Hull, Butcher. April 26. Thorney, Hull 
Low, Rozerr WiturasM Joszea Hume, Tyndal st, Camberwell New rd, Gent, Mar %, 
Chipperfield, Trinity st, Southwark 

Lywes, CHARLES TRMPLE, Litcham, Norfolk, Gent. Mar 20. Palmer and Winter, 


8 
Macrorig, Aperawa, Rodborough, Gloucestershire. June 30. Winterbotham, Stroui 
Monzy, ay oo ey, Kent, Major-General. Mar 30, Lewin and (, 
nm st, Stran 
Oncax, Txouas, Birmingham, Shot Belt Manufacturer. Mar $1, Pointon, Birming 


Ruopzs, CHaRtEs, Weymouth, Dorset, M.D. April7. Andrews an 
Riesy, Joszrx, Birmingham ham, Pin Manufacturer. Mar 21. Price, , Birmfagha 
Rosrwson, Jonnson, East Ayton, York, Maltster. Mar 31. Woodall and 


Scarborough 
Roperrs, Game, Sheffield, Silver Stamper. Aprill. Clegg, Sheffield 
ge erm Evatt Sautows, Colchester, Essex, Retired Merchant, Mar 25. Jones, 


SuORLAND, Tomas, Winscombe, Somerset, Yeoman. May 1. Simmons and Wow, 


Srewart, Cuartes Paraicr, Sunning Hill, Berks, Esq. April 20, Smith and Wilme, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Swirz, WitiiaM, St seen 8, Lancaster, Clog Iron Manufacturer, Mar 31. Barrow 
and Cook, St Helen’ 

Tarransat, anon West | en near Bedale, York, Mining Agent, Mar 31, Heelis 


ised, Belgrave sq. Mar 24. Baker, Great George Boss West. 


and Rn beeen 

Tomas, Mary  Gismnerenin. Mar 23, James, 8 

Warnes, Gzoraz, wane, Glamorgan. Gent, April 5, Wotnon on and Dendy, Newcasile 
upon-Tyne 

a Stoke Devonport, Devon, Farmer. Mar6, Jenkins, Ford 

Warps Martruzw, Lavender Sweep, Battersea Rise, Esq. April 30, Yetts, 8 
inn 8 

Witsow, Roszanna, Waterloo, Lancaster. Mar15. Quinn, Liv ) 

Wootmer, Louisa, Upper Park place, Dorset sq, Milk Dealer. 29. Walker and 
Co, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 

Young, Awwz Janz, St Helen’s, Lancaster, Cab Proprietor. Mar 31. Barrow and 
Cook, St Helen’s 

[ Gazette, Feb. 20.) 


Ancuzr, Wi11t14M, Lea Marston, Warwick. Mar 31. Johnson and Co, Birmingham 
AsuworrTH, Maria, Sang Re ncaster, Grocer, Mar 26. Grundy, vy & 
as Joszru, Kirkby Ireleth, Lancaster, Farmer, Mar 24 tler, Broughtov- 
ime. 
Brown, Epwarp Cxagizs, Alexandra rd, South Hampstead, Silversmith, Mar 9. 
Gresham and Davies, Basinghall st 
Bowwerr, Wiit1aM THomas Hume, Old Dover rd, Blackheath, Esq. Mar 26, Bannistet, 
John st, Bedford row 
ag 9 : a oe Roser, Rochdale, Lancaster, Painter, April 2, Standring nd 
‘aylor, Roc 
Cann, Many Any, Wramplingham, Norfolk. Aprill. Keith and Co, were 
Cray, Exiza, Birmingham, Confectioner. April 7, Cottrell and Son, a Cramok 
Corton, Joun, Cranbrook, Kent, Yeoman. Mar 31. Philpott and Wood, © 
Dotman, Jamus, Surbiton, Surrey. Mar 24. Shephard, ologe llege st, clings " 
Dovertoy, Hamar, Nunhead reen, Peckham Rye, Li Mar VV. 
8 
Epsy, Lady Exyaipa Susanna Hageret, Bournemouth, Hants, April 24 Collins, 


mm, Catuznine Sandu, Saltley, near Birmingham, April 30, Edmondson, Man- 


Bauer, Gzoxer, Fenstanton, Hunti Gent, Aprif i, Pera St Ives 
cunyem, Saran Ayn, Great Crosby, caster, Mar 23, 


Goons, comm, ee, mane Ba Farmer. Mar 16, Kir 


‘and Smith, Liver 
pf Mace, Bealeey 


Haron, Gems Wishes Mudeton ‘ gong: Hen Mae Mar 24, Moore and Harvey, 

Hoop, ‘ lingfie! bridgeshire, ‘ > 

| meen pent mar, ag ae Abbas, Dorsot, daagaBegp disc asep Evershot, 
near pemenet 

Kenwzpy, wall ter, Regent’ pe 7 11. 


crcarrh An 
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ct, 
‘Rev Rozzzt Groner, Southport, Lancaster. April 20. Almond, Manchester 
, Dezwer, Ladbroke grove, Notting hill, Physician. Mar 30. Leefe, Quality 


ponore, Matitpa SxppatL, Spring Croft, Hornsey lane. May 1. Cole, Church ct, 
Clement’s lane 

seme Gzorex, Lynsted, Kent, Fruiterer. Mar31. Tassell, Faversham 

Bosivson, Witt1am, Greystoke, Cumberland, Miller, Mar 20, Little and Lamonby, 

formwstt, IsaBeL Baty Anns, Grange-over-Sands, Lancaster. Mar 30. Woodburn, 


Liverpoo 
Russi, Ex1za, Croydon, Surrey. Mar3l. Mee, Gt Winchester st 
RussBxL, Faxpasion, Litlington, Sussex, Market Gardener. Mar 20. Coles ana Carr, 


Scort, Jamus WILLIAM lation rd, Hackney, Licensed Victualler. Mar 24, Champion 
Ironmonger 5 le 
anor Cosmet, Manchester, Cab Proprietor. April7. Fripp, Oldham 
AuxMWELL, WitL1am, North Wingfield, Derby, Farmer. Mar Black, Chesterfield 
Rev Epwarp, Bath, Somerset. Mar 31. Ford, South eq, Gray’s inn 
Hewey, lavespod. Gent. April 10, Harvey and Co, Liverpool 
rasp, Fxepseicx, Chadlington, Oxford. Mar 24. Wilkins, Chipping Norton 
Srsvens, Nicnotas Hxwry, Norfolk crescent, Hyde park, Surgeon. 
fumphreys, Giltspur chmbrs, Holborn Viaduct 
Yarsx, Poet, Bath, Somerset. Mar 31, Orton, Basinghall st 
WarrsizY, Exten, Liverpool. Mar 21. Morecroft and Winstanley, Liverpool 
[ Gazette, Feb. 23.] 


AvernuTHER, Jamzs Hamurttow Lioxp, Hintlesham Hall, near Ipswich, Suffolk, Esq. 
i17. Warrens, Gt Russell st 
, ALLEYNE SacHEveRxt, Derby. April10. Bateman, Derby 
Txomas, Bradford, York, Bookseller. Mar 3l. Jessop, Bradford 
Bop, Joux, Highbury quadrant, Shipowner. April 24. Carpenter, Laurence 


Brows, Witu1aM, Chalfont St Peter, Buckingham, Innkeeper, April 7. Cheese, 
Cuwesztt, Rev Ditton Czanres, Great Redisham, Suffolk. Mar3l. Barles and Co, 
Couurwes, Jamus, Axbridge, Somerset, Auctioneer. Mar 26, Webster and Smith, 
Davizs, Janse, Milton-next-Gravesend, Kent, Draper. Mar 31. Tolhurst and Co, 
pe tay rr on rg eat 
2, VueuE, Lowndes st, Belgrave sq, Esq. Mar 29, Lawrance and Co, Old 


fhoxs, W1t114m, Gravesend, Kent, Gent, Mar 25. Arnold and Oo, Gravesend 
eer casse, Albany rd, Camberwell. Mar3l, Randall and Angier, Gray’s inn 
8 


ir , Grosvenor sq, Bart. April 20. Hunters and Co, Lincoln’s inn 
i Tomas Oxarx, Rusholme, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. April 30, Towle and 


Puupaicx, Ema, Folkestone, Kent. April6. Roy and Cartwright, Lothbury 
Powst1, a Carleton, near Pontefract, York, Esq. Mar 3], Vickers and Co, 


Sura, Epwarp Txomss, Jamaica, Judge. June 30. Vincent, Finsbury circus 
Smvansox, Axtaony Purweat, Chester, Timber Merchant. April 9, Bridgman and 


Tarton, Wi1LL1aM, Moor st, Soho, Tobacconist. Mar 30. Davies, Tottenham court rd 

Wanstay, Buwsamin Hzwzy, Camillard, Bermondsey, Gent. Mar 24, Chipperfield, 
Trinity st, Southwark 

Wairnerneap, Rosgrt Bonturx, Berwick-upon-Tweed, Solicitor, April 28, Sander- 
ton and Weatherhead, Berwick-upon-Tweed 

— Joun, Loughton, Basex, Esq. Mar3l. Hollingsworth and Co, East India 


[ Gazette, Feb. 27.] 


Suite, 
Bons, 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS, 
March 1.—Biills Read a Second Time. 


Paivate Bitus.—Tower (Thames) Subway; Basingstoke and Estrop 
Water; British American Land Company; British Fisheries Society ; 
ran Railway (Extension); Regent's Canal, City, and Docks Railway 

atious Powers); Standard Life Assurance Company; Watford Gas; 
Drypool Parish Barial-ground ; Newcastle-on-Tyne and District Sea Water 


' Maroh 2.— Bills Read a Second Time. 
Paivare Brits.—Ennerdale Railway ; East and West India Dock. 


March 5.—Bills read a Second Time, 


Patvate Brtis,—Fliotebire Water and Gas; Landport Wharf; St. 
Saviour’s, Southwark (Church Rate Abolition); South PHayling "Bridge ; 
Wroxall and District Water; Ipswich Gas; Market Deeping Railway 
ne) {Rss dl serge Dag Sunningdale District Water 

$ trac! a int ; Brath- 
Waite and Buttermere Railway, a 


March 6.—Bills read a Second Time. 
Private Brts.—Sock Dennis Reotory ; 
Payment of Weges in Pablic-houses Prohibition. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS, 
; March 1.—Bills read a Second Time. 
Paivare Bizis,—Thpmes Navigation ; Bridgwater and Watchet Railway. 
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Rev heyy eee Tomas, Cheltenham, Gloucester. April 6. Wood and Co, Maroh 5.—Biils read a Second Time. 
bldgs, 8 
[autox, WiLLraM, Bt ’s.on-Sen, Sussex, Gent. Mar 31. Warmington, Wal-| Private Br1s.—Cheshire Lines Committee; Churoh Fenton, Cawood, 
“ha : ana | 824 Wistow Railway; Great Eastern Railway (General Powers); Great 
een ceet ee nn Senne Oak Seen L Peenk ont | Nethen Beieeet eanciow ond. Motsepiiiinn Rallueg, Mau, Bacasiep, 
MsveLy, DWARD GIBSON, Ipswich, Suffolk, Ironfounder. Mar 15. Woodard and | and West Riding Junction Railway and Dook (Int ; Hull, Barnsley, 
Ingram ct, Fenchurch st and West Riding Janction Railway and Dock (Various Powers) ; Lambeth 


Water; London and North-Western Railway (Additional Powers); London 
and North-Western Railway (New Railways) ; London and South-Western 
Railway (Various Powers); London, Tilbury, and Southend Railway ; 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway; Midland Railway ; North 
London Railway; Peckham and Hast Dalwich Tramways (Extensions) ; 
Portsmouth Water; South-Eastern Railway; Southwark and Vauxhall 
Water; Taff Vale Railway ; Manicipal Corporations (Unreformed), 


Bil] read a Third Time, 
Consolidated Fand (Permanent Charges of Redemption) Act, 1873, 


Amendment, 
Bill read a First Time. 


Bill to remove the disabilities affecting the eligibility of persons in Holy 
Orders to sit in the House of Commons (Mr. RounpEtt). 


March 6.—Bills read a Seoond Time, 


Private Birts.—Lea Bridge, Leyton, and Walthamstow Tramways (Ex. 
tensions); Wrexham, Mold, and Connah’s Quay Railway (Capital Arrange- 
— ; Wrexham, Mold, and Connah’s Quay Railway (Hawarden Loop 

ine), 

March 7.—Bilis read a Second Time. 


Patvats Brts.—Downham and Stoke Ferry Railway; G reat Eastern, 
Tendring Hundred, and Clacton-on-Sea Railway Companies Amalgamation ; 
Great Western and Llynvi and Ogmore Railway Companies; North- 
Eastern Railway (Spennithorne and Soorton Branch). 

Cruelty to Animals Acts Amendment. 


Bills Read a First Time, 


Bill to enable county court judges to render assistance in the transaction 
of civil and criminal businese at the assizes (Mr. Hastines.) 
Bill for conservancy of rivers and prevention of floods (Mr, Donsox). 








LEGAL NEWS. 


The following correspondence has passed between the Attorney-General 


and Mr, Benjamin, Q.C. :-— 
‘* New-court, Temple, Feb. 28. 

“ My dear Benjamin,—I have hefore me a document signed by almost 
every leading member of the English bar, the contents of which I am re- 
quested to convey to you. 

“These old friends of yours are anxious that you should afford them, 
collectively, an opportunity of showing their friendship towards yoo, and 
they wane yee will consent to be their guest on some occasion convenient 
to yourself. 

**T hope you will understand their reasons for desiring thas to meet you. 
We do not forget how you came some seventeen years ago a stranger among 
us. We offered you then no insincere welcome, and in return you have 
always during those years of your sojourn with us supported the honour and 
position of our profession, and have added much to the public estimation in 
which we are held. 

** And so now when you leave ue, your old associates are anxious to show 
and to tell how much they valued the friendship they know that even now 


they have not loat, 
“Tam, my dear Benjamin, your most truly, 
“ Hewer Jams.” 


* 41, Avenue d’Iena, Parie, March 1. 
“ My dear Attorney-General,—I hardly know how to express the emotions 
with whieh I saad pede lather of peuuenale 
deserves, so flattering a testimonial to my professional career, emanating 
from the leading members of the English bar, and it is an honour of which 
I shall ever be proud. Bat I am more deeply touched by the assurance 
that I am personally held in such high regard by my brethren in the profes- 
sion as to receive the assurance of their desire that be con. 
sidered by them all as a friend whose sympathies are to survive the sever- 
ance of our professional relations, How heartily I respond to thie desire it 
surely is not necessary to express. 
have net ‘Se consnge So. Ghalne He iinet Sateen 
made yourself the intermediary. my health, however, is 
that it is im for me now to name a date at which I could be present 
in London ; bat as the season advances and the weather becomes more 
pitious, I bave strong hopes of being able to pase a few weeks in 
and, if eo, I will then appoint some day convenient to wy friends for their 
collective farewell, 
T remaip, my dear James, yours very sincerely, 


“J. P, Baxzayu,” 
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SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. Fatpa¥, March 2, 188%. ih 
Rota or ReGisTRaARS IN ATTENDANCE ON Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1860. ie 
Date. Court oF ¥. 0. Bacor. Mr. Justics nn ne ee ee ee e 
Aprzat. » Kar. To Surrender in London. 
onday, March ‘eesda! Fi Banyard, H Clifford’s inn, Solicitor. agg! ted a 
Mondeg, Marcheveesvsres 1 Mo Cevington Famer Seon | Gement, Jenn Benno, Pelham recent, South, Kenia rg Mirtey. Min ye TL | 
Wednesday...-.+seseveee 14 Lavic Tooedale Clowes | yfatthewe, Edward Horatio, Central Ment Market, Most a anna Pet Feb 2@, 
Thureday eeceereesecets Carrington Farrer Koe i teh te 21 at 12 
Fridsy..coccescccccccess 16 ea —" + oc Wombrall Herber, New Whact nl, Caledonian rd, Coach Baler Pet Feb 23. Pepys, 
Vecccceccvesscese 17 Tington arrer oe te tn id Chichen : 
Mr. Jnatioe Mr. Jastice Mr. Justice ae en ie, Bighaed, Wakefield, York, Hotel Keeper. Pet Feb 27. Mason. Wake. 
Frr. Pearson. Currry, Bin? 16 AC 31 Wi Pei Heb i. HH 
Monday, March,..ccccese : Mr. Jackson Mr — ee Barker, Joann wee ‘orcester, Licensed Vietualler. Bob, 
Tueaday .escceee cevevee 1 Cobby zx emberton xe denne, Birmingham Parry, Birm' 
Wednenday.cercsssse-0 it Jackson Merivele Mh Gamers oginnld, Mol , Harrow, Gent. ‘Pet Feb 25. Boning gtmdg | | 
eeeeeceseereese Cobby 4 emberton 
aR ORES 16 Jackson Merivale Ward Pulford, Genege Tentte; Magi Norfolk, Dealer. Pet Feb 27. Cooke, Norwich, — 
Saturday... .ccssosccsccese 17 Cobby King Pemberton Mar 13 at 








PropentiaL Arsurance Company (LoiTep).—The annual meeting of 
the shareholders was held on Thursday week, at the offices of the company, 
under the presidency of Mr. Edgar Horne. The report stated that in both 
branches there had been an incressed business and a diminished expenditure. 
The invested funds of the company, inclading the paid-up capital, exceeded 
£3,000,000—viz., £928,176 in the ordinary branch and £2,119,228 in the 
industrial branch. In the ordinary branch the new business consisted of 
7.067 policies assuring £865,148, bringing a new annnél premiom income t 
£32,777. The claims for the year amounted to £73,621. The premium 
income amounted to £164,949, being an incresse of £22,216 over the previous 
year. The investments were in consols and mortgages upon freehold property 
and reversions. In the industrial branch the premiums received amounted to 
£2,126,022, being an increase of £276,527. The claims of the year had been 
£773,813, and the total amount of claims paid i in this branch was £4,559,925. 
The investments of the year had been made in New Three per Cents,, loans 
upon rates, and freehold ground-rents. The chairman, in moving the adoption 
of the report, congratulated the meeting upon the results achieved, considering 
the depression in trade and agricultare—alwaye most important factors in 
life assurance business. It was the intention of the board to make further 
concessions to the policyholders. No policy of five years’ standing will be 
allowed to lapse by non-payment of prémiim. In the event of the premium 
not being paid, notice will be sent from the company to the holder offering | yrarad 
either roy revive the policy or to pay the surrender value, 








RECENT SALES, 

At the Stock and Share Auction and Advance Company's Meee sale, 
held on the 8th inst., at their sale-rooms, Crown-court, O! Broad-street, 
E.C., the following were among the prices obtained:—British North Borneo, 
£14 ; Horse Shoe Manufacturing, 8s.; Max Greger £1 “ A” shares, 16s. 6d. ; 
Railway and Electric Appliances £1 fally paid, 120. 6d. ; 3 Exeter Trams, £1 ; 
Frongech Mine, 27s. 64.; California Gold Mine, 20+. ; Junior Army and 
Navy Stores, 15s; and other miscellaneous securities fetched fair prices. 








SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK..: 
March 14.—Mr. eT ns at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Leasehold Estates (see 


vertisement, p- 305). 
March 14.—Mr. F. ExLis Mornis, at the Mart, at 2 p-m., Freehold and Lease- 
hold Properties (cee advertisement, Marth 3, p. 306). 

Merch pa pet Farepnroruen, Ev.is, Crarx, & Co., at the Mart, at 2 
p-m., Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, March 3, p. 306). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 
BIRTH. 
Jom. og) 1, at 16, Great Western-street, Moss Side, Manchester, the wife of 
Heary ones, solicitor, of a son. 
Woee- vee if, at Wolfdeve, Balham-park-road, Balham, 8.W., the wife of 
W. Murray O. fies, bisvbes- -at-law, of & son, stillborn. 


DEATHS. 
Eantz.—Feb. 19, at Mabfield, Fallowfield, Manchester, Nicholas Karle, solicitor, 


aged 
Hannison.—Mar. 6, at South Lodge, Eegware, W. G. Hasrison, Q.C. 56. 
net og 21, at New Southgate, Saldeaty, Wm. Hemings re tnd 


Boots Wiliam pen Besar, Wollaston, Worcester, Ale and Porter Merehant. Pet Feb 27, 
bridge, Mar 14 at 11 ; 

Tvuxzspay, March 6, 1883. 

Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proof of debts to the Registrar. 

To Surrender in London. 

shecseurs onan Milas ace Mote. Pet Mar 1, Broaghess. Mae ait 
Henry, lebone rd, Printer. Pet Mar 3, 3. Brougham. 
Harries Chiles lancus Richard, Gresham st, Pet Mar 3. 3. Pepys, 
Mar 20 at 11.30 

—_— es HH , Euston rd, Inventor and Patenteo, Pet Mar 9, Broaghitl 


Mitchell, Alfred, Leytonstone, Essex. Pet. Marl. Hazlitt, 
Misoll, se George, Gt Portland st, Portland place, Botitltae ee iar 1, Hlth, 1, Haslitt, 


To Surrender in the Country. wats 
Amiel, Veet, Ret Spek, Wine and Spirit Merchant, Pet Mar 2%, Furley. Canter 
rd John, Chelmsford, Besox, County Court Bail Pet Mar 9, Duffield. Chellis 
ford, mo 17 at 11 
Beresford a William, and Lot Mason, Derby, Tobacconists. Pet Feb 27. Weller, Derby, 
Mar 1 at 
Carter, bong Thurmaston, Leicester, Farmer. Pet Feb 26, Moore. Leicester, Mat 
2 


atl 
Foster, Richard, and William Foster, Clayton West, York, Drapers. Pét Jan 19, Bury. , 
Barnsley, Mar 29 at 11.30 
Ting, Voom Vessey, + pemecaanecs Music Seller. Pet Mar 3, Rollit, Kingston-updn- 
Law, John Th Thomas, Batley, York, Architect. Pet Mar 2, Tennant. Dewsbury, Mat 


12 
Lioya, John, Liverpool, Clothier, Bellringer. Liverpool, Mar 19 
Secu eet 8 ples De Met fone Pet Mar 1. Wake. Sth, 


gvison, Henry ‘enry, Millfield, Sunderland, Grocer. Pet Mar 1. Ellis, Sunderland, Mar. 
, William, Dudley, Congregational Minister; Pet Mar 2, Walker. Dudley; : 


saphena, 3 » Dewsbury, Tennant, Dews' 20 
pepe rete Drag rg 2e Meck, "rath, 2 ME 


17 at 12 
Wilkinson, Joseph, Tyersal, Bradf York, Innkeeper. Pet Mar 2, Garnett-Orme. 
Bradford, Mar 2aii2 gos ary 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Farpay, Mar. 2, 1883. 
on John Nixon, Scarborcugh, Baker, Mar 15 at 3 at office of Greenwood and Green- 
Huntriss row, Scar’ 
aticook Je James ny Edgbaston, Commercial Traveller, Mar 16 at 3 at office of 
Al * Willtars, Newton Ab’ ‘on, Brushmaker. Mar 14 at 10 at offiee of 
ale Ply C bot, Southoott, 
enone Mar 14 at 8 at office of Sadd and Linay, 
Atkinson = saree tre pe Mar 14 at 12 at Albert Hotel, Wide 
pachhottar vy Leeds, Decorator. Mar 15at9 at office of Biacklook, Albion sty 
Barrel Frederick jamin, Hornsey rd, Holloway, Licensed Victualler. Mar 16 at 3 
Let rte ent ietoria a 
siton, Bi Monkwearmouth, Oil Merchant. Mar 16 at 3 at office of Botterell and 
Roche, West Sunniside, Sunderland 
Bevan, Bevan, jun, ie Racoaiegin, Hetiers. Mar 17 at 2 at office of 
sa Grate ee Mg 
Birdeal, John and Cherie “ 7, eeds, Tea Merchants, Mar 14 at 3 at office 
iliam Henry, St Bride lane, Schoolmaster, Mar 20 at 9 at office of 
Foster, Birohin | 
ed am, Be , York, Woollen Manufacturer. Mar 14 at 2 at Law Institution, 
be » Leeds, . Mar 16 at 1 at office of Rooke and Midgley, White 
oree Leeds 
Brownson, James, Hunwick lane Ends, Durham, Boot Dealet, Mar 14 at 11.90 at offiee 
of Edgar, eS i Auckland 
Churcher, James Graham, Fish st hill, Hat Manufadturer. Mar 12 at 8 at office of 
Clark, Charles, Hyde Side, Loves Baia, Maile Mar 18 at § at Anderton's 
ee Fixing Brower’ “Marit ae 3 ot Buil Hotel; Fairford, Wilmot 
erry Robe 
we Croydon, Corn Merchant. gesagt an op Ga 
Beatee thad 3 ot 11 at office of Gold- 








ft bg at Egremont, county Dublio, Charles Nicholson Jameson, 
. solicitor, aged 35. 


och, Suda 
wesrtgmi omem a 


oi ee 





ee ee ee ee eee eee eee Ss ee eee ee ee 


vt LT 


oe ee! | ee eS. oe ee 














tact 0 1883." 1 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 523 
SN Tt ‘ 


, Fishmi rT, Mar 7at Sat office 
onge’ of 
Mar 16 at 12 at New Inn; Burford. 
ea Tailors. Mar 19 at 2 
ham, Wilts, Threshing Machine Worker. Mar 13 
bldgs, Bath 
Gloucester, Colliery Proprietor. Mar 15 at 
in, Farmer. Mar 15 at 11 at Angel Hotel; Grantham. 
. Mar 16 at 3.30 at office of 


18 at 3 at office of Blacklock, Albion st, Leeds 
Bootmaker, Mar 19 at 12 at office of Edmonds and Co, 


“ety Repton, Derby, Wheelwright. Mar 16 at 3 at office of Briggs, Amen alley, 
james, St Justin —— Cornwall, Draper. Mar 13 at 11 at office jof Trythall 
| , Clarence st, Penzance 
Baden, , Alvaston, Derby, Laundryman. Mar 15 at 3 at office of Moody, Corn 
Elliott, Landkey, Devon, Farmer. Mar 15 at 12 at office of Thorne, Castle st, 
Emerson, John, Ball’s Pond rd, Dalston, Financial Agent. Mar 12 at 11 at St Michael’s 
yd, Lombard st. Rawlins, Poultry chbrs 
Emerson, Joseph, and John Burge, Peterborough, Tailors. Mar 15 at 12 at office of 
and Priestgate, Peterborough 
uel, ton, Sussex, Builder. Mar 21 at 3 at office of Harker, Queen’s rd, 
Pa, Earard Wiliam, Henry st, Hampstead rd, Cheesemonger. Mar 20 at 12 at office 
nines a on Whiten, South st, pay pl South, Commercial Traveller. Mar 26 at 1 
illiam, High hap ot Me “Rorthumberlan, Tailor, Mar 14 at 3 at office of Dix 
vette, orthern \dgs, Newcastle-upo m- oo ge 
Hawkedon, in, Bulfolk, a ay Dealer. Mar 13 at 11 at Suffolk Hotel, Bury 
Sarah, He ane ‘ane, Spita Spitalfields, Carman. Mar 17 at 2 at Masons’ Hall Tavn, 


s, Queen st, Worship st 
gton, ‘Northumbérland, —. Mar 17 at 12 at office of Gillespie, 


chbrs, Newcastle-on- oes 
Sam' Colchester, Ts borg * Mar 18 at 1.30 at Law Institution, Chancery 
oa be a , Sneeay Grocer. Mar 12 at 2 at office of Parker and 
Saltiey ira rmingham, Grocer. Mar 15 at 3 at office of Buller and 


fre 


Ren Builder. Mar 12 at 2 at office of Dubois, Old Serjeants 
Tudor st, New Bridge st 

lane, Publican, Mar 12 at 3 at office of Lambert, Bed. 

See. Niton, Isle of leu of no occupation. Mar 13 at 11 at Crown Hotel, 

BE batochber, Pritierer. Mar 19 at.3 at office of Hincks, Bowling-green st, 

i, James, Bradford, York, Bookseller: Mar 15 at 3 at office of Senior, 


vol Se eae jurnham, Somerset, Watchmaker. Mar 20 at 2 at George and 
an 

Hotel, Victo: ae Beisel Board, ee 
noes Builder. paw 14 9 2 96 aéiee ot 


jan & 
hound row, Nottingham, B 
oy or Ke ong 10m ee eta son Ganeer far iF ot 12 


antechnicon, A ‘3 hill, Camden 
Hosier. Mine 9 oti atoffce ot Smith, Fotomate, Yor 
lesey, Draper. Mar 13at2 at re Hotel, 


be = =r Ang’ 
nate i, Liverpoo Abergele, Denbigh, Builder. Mar 16 at 12 at office of Duncan and 
8 r 
les ‘William, Lenton Fenchurch st, Buttes, Mar 16 at 2 at office 
» Co, Gresham st 
mas, Sutton within Mace Macclesfield, Chester, Provision Dealer. Mar 21 
at office of Coa Churchside, Macclesfield 
‘Mgmt, Joseph, bon ober’ Pi nJ a, Om Onects, 3 York, Mungo Manufacturers 
ork. 
e Tait amine nam, Nodiingha, Farmer. Siar 5 at 12 at office of Footitt, 
RD es  Kensing ioe Boarding house ki Mar 10 at 3 
arw. ouse K6e) 
office of Rosenthal, Holborn Viaduct ¥e _ is 
Rev David Le' Lewis, Mathry, Pembroke. Marl4at 11 at office of James, Hill lane, 
serge, Manchester, Boot Dealer. Mar 13 at 3 at office of Schou, Princess st, 
ohn, East Stonehionse, Builder. Mar 14 at 12 at office of Earl, Union st, Kast 
Archibald John, Walthamstow, Clerk. Mar 15 at 5 at office of White, Chancery 
henge Harborne, Stafford, out of business. Mar 16 at 3 at office of Morgan, 
Wy Myon E. a Mar 19 at 3 at Union Hotel, 
Herbert Watton at Stone; Herts, Draper. Mar 15 at 3 at office of Lad- 
le 
, Tottenham Court rd, Furniture Dealer. Mar 15 at 3 at 145, Cheap- 
and Agar, Gresham st 
Carmarthen, Dog Trainer. Mar 12 at 10.30 at office of Morris, 
po Gymnastic Instructor. Mar 12 at 12 at office of Benson, Bank 
John; Rotherham, York, Grocer. Mar 165 at 12 at office of Marsh, Westgate, 
and J » Sen, Xorke Woollen Manufacturers, 
Oneal Batley. 
oe 16 at 9 at office Harrison, Clarence st, 
Sie es Mar 21 at 2 at office of Oppenheim, 


ogee, 2 occupation, Maré at 11.90 at office of 
ees een Peavicten ., Mar 14 at 2 at 
chmbre, Basinghsll se. Galloway, Gredhnm & 





Tydfil, Glamorgan, Grocer, Mar 14.8 12 at office of Vaughan, 


poe Mar 16 #6 466 office of Ball, 


Glamorgan, Surveyor. Mar 31 at 11 at office of Davie®s 
nies, Birstiaghans, Cen Marchant, Mar 6 oh 18at ofles of Seanders 
Se | ne sepa Mar 14 at 12 at office of Linton and Kenshole, 


a , Glamorgan, Draper. Mar 17 at I at West- 
i Repor Morgan Fact 7, amberwell, Builder. Mar 19 at 3 at Guildhall 
ararer, te [ih Mar 20 at 


Set aie eae eels, Old Jewry 
Ye 105, Cheap st, Piccadilly, Warehouseman. Mar 16 at 3 at office of Lad- 
Biiees Gomme, Bette, Licensed Victualler. Mar 16 at 3 at office of Cumber- 


land, Clare st, Bristol 
John, ee eectataee Stationer. Mar 16 at 3 at office of Simpson and Hockin, Mount st, 


Rutter, . Manufacturer, Mar 13 at 3 at 
at Hetry, Manchest az ies Clarence Hotel, 
Saunders, John, Dodbrooke, Devon, Bald. Mar 15 at 13 at office of Hurrell; Market 


Le award. ewcastle on Tyne, out of business, Mar 13 at 3 at office of Stanford, 


ag ben we on Tyne 
Conger gswinford, Stafford, Glass Maker. Mar 14 at 11 at offices of 
all, ft vo st, aeentetiae 
Sewell, William Alfred, Palace 


st, Pimlico, Dealer in Horses. Mar 16 at 2 at offices of 
and Co, Ohanséey lane 


Cogan 
Shann, John, Leeds, Licensed Victualler. Mar 14 at 2 at offices of Pullan, Albion st, 


Shaw, James, Longwood, nr Huddersfiel age Manufacturer. Mar 16 at 3 at the 
——-. Charles, Bath, A’ 
rge, Bedminster, Somerset, out of business, Mar 13 at 11 at offices of Pitt, 
Skinner, William, C on, Baker. Mar 15 at 2 at offiees of Basinghall 
Smith, Banal, Noting, Butcher. Mar 16 at 3 Sronces of Wittcindeon, Miata 
pavement. Nottingham 
Stent, John, Hove, Sussex, Glass Dealer (erroneous! 
former notice). Mar 6 at 12 at offices of Edmonds and Co, Chea: 
Maker. Hotel, George 
st, Nottingham. Cockayne, Nottingham 
Tomkinson, Thomas co, Leicester, Painter. Mar 15 at 12 at cffice of Goode, 
. Mar 10 at 2 at Masons’ Hall Ta Hopkina, 
Queen st, Worship st 
Miles and Co, Cank st, Leicester 
— bps Derby, Wholesale Druggist. Mar 20 at 11 at Midland Hotel, Derby. 
Weassoath, Builder. Mar 15 at 3 at Kings Head Hotel, Monmouth. 
Browne, Abergavenny 
; rhs Hotel, Yeovil, in lieu of the pl originaily ere 
eovil, in lieu ace 
White, ‘eee n, Derby, Farmer. 
James, Shoe Maker. Mar 13 at 11 at Golden Lion, St John’s, 
ine "Willlach Henry, 8 Merchant. Mar 165 at 3 at Law Society. 
enry, w 
Sheffield 
Tvxspay,; March 6, 1883; 
Anthony, Lianstephan, Carmarthen, Licensed Victualler. Mar 16 at 10.90 at 


George Hotel, St George’s sq, Hudders Leeds 
; “Siar 16 at 5 02 oleae of Titley, Orange grove, 
sins orgs, st, Bristol 
it. Ni 
ily described as John Sturt in the 
Stoakes, Richard, Mansfield, Notts, Boot . Mar 15 at 3 at 
nee 
Tossell, William Michael, and Thomas Ebenezer —— a 's rd, Ship Field Estate, 
Builders. hall st. 
Wall, James Arthur, Bagworth, Leicester, ont of business. Mar 15 at 12 at office of 
ishop and To se Hanley 
Webb, 
Webster, John, and Heary Saunders Edwards, 
Three named 
Mar 16 at 3 at Assembly Rooms, Low Pave- 
ment, Nouingnen.  mevensent N 
Norwich, Shoe 
Wilkinson, W: Provision 
Hooles chbrs, Bank st, Sheffield. ‘Webster and Styring, 
office of White , King st, Carmarthen 
Musical Instrument Tuner. Mar 20 at 4 at office 


Bri 
Barrete, Pheana See bh, Edgware rd, Watchmaker and Jeweller. Mar 15 at 1 at office 
of Hodgson, Ely pl, olborn 

Betenen, Wikies Birmingham, Tin Plate Manufacturer. Mar 20 at 3 at office of Parr, 

Ca a Mar 16 at 12 at office of Wenr, King Edward st, 
Benthé Albert, Amyand House, Twickenham, Physician. Mar 22 at 3 at office of 

Derby, Stove Grate Manufacturer. Mar 19 at 11 at office of Mole and 

Blackmore, chester, out of business. Apr 2 at 11 at office of Grandy and 

Christen Rus, and Sophas Alfred Waldemar, 
tactirers. Max. 16 at 9 at Law Bootety, Lincoin’s inn bldg, Sovianey nase Kingeton 
wv 

Bosh, Wiliam, Badiotoe, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler: Mar 21 at 3 at office of 

am 

Doe See sy Sater Na Be: map Furniture Dealer, Mar 223 at 3 at office of Marriott, 
Brister, Chacios’ smn Hucknall Torkard, Nottingham, Baker. Mar 27 at 12.30 at 
office of Martin, Low pavement, N: bam 
ne oy Pentonville rd, Boot afacturer. Mar 15 at 3 at 133, Holborn. 
ae iden, e rd, Grocer, Mar 20 at 1 at office of 

Be! b mye 7 
vd. Sheerness geo, Mar 21 at 12 at Townhall, Sittingbourne, 
nt, Nottingham, Schoolmaster, Mar 26 at 2 at office of 


haben copia 
Dente Sy Pend oy Gee Mar 223 at 3 at 279, High 


o James H Tih item, Mar 16 at 3 at office of 
cee ety bn Fees 


a, George, Gt Barkhamated, Mar 20 at 13 at office of Lovell and Co, 
Sak atc Peskin krohibect. Mar 28 oh 2 at offs of @tndpeua, 


+ Manchester, Currier, Mar 22 at 3 at office of Oram! and Co, Peter st, 
Oe Hackthorne, Lincoln, Carter, Mat 17 at 11 at office of Darante; Mint 





Onaks, Tromads Robert Cholean, Papechanges, Mat Hat $ ot otloe ot women 
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Cooke, William, and Jobn Cooke, Sheffield, Fo 19 at 19 at Law Society, | Sambrook, William Edward, Burslom, Plumber. Mar 30 ot a 1 feof Tomo, 
Hoole’ chbrs, Bank Sheffield. Swift Ashington, Sheff Forni ’ Queen st, 
Cornel, Wi femin, Oardift, Butcher. Mari at at offco of Tribe and Co, sindllands, Hey Prcial hat Renordc, Nowion Abbot, Devon Mar 7 ab 1 at 
Dancer, Charles William Yates, Hanley, Baker. Mar 16 at 2.30 at office of Bishop and Bevel Wiliam ied, Palace Pimlico, Horse Dealer, Mae 16 ot 308 ellen et Onan 


be ag vedinng Re ne ang et . 
t, Grocer. Mar 19at3 at George the Fourth Hotel, 
a mg Pratt meee Hodgkinsons, Newark upon Trent 


po! 
a Sone, W within Blackburn, Bootmaker, Mar 20 at 3 at office of Riley, 
gate, te, King. , Blackburn 
vibe orton, Osman rd, West Kensington pk, Colliery Proprietor, Mar 20 


Bloomsbury 
— Robert Walter, Durham, Millwright, Mar 19 at 11 at office of Mawson, 
Exchequer Office, North Bailey, 
Tronmonger. Mar 17 at 3.15 at Station Hotel, York. 
Darlington 
1. James, Bolton, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler, Mar 22 at 3 at offices of 
Nelson sq, Bolton 
es, Swanscombe, Kent, Builder, Mar 21 at 12 at offices of 
Plunkett and Leader, St Paul’s churchyard 
Gardiner, ona Worcester, —s- 
Beauchamp, 4 
Geeves, Chains — , Luton, Bedford, Cabinet Maker, Mar 2] at 3 at offices of Ewen 
and Roberts, Park st West, Luton 
of Snow, Cheapside, Hanley 
Glenn, uel Samson, Eaeker, Bootmaker. Mar 19 at 1 at Grand Hotel, Bristol. 
William Fitch, Walbrook, Architect. Mar 14 at 12 at offices of Russel, 
Gosling, ro h, k, » 
Griffiths, Henry Alfred, Birmingham, a Seller, Mar 16 at 3 at offices of Harris, 
Hall, Harvey, liver Hall, and j Pte + Hall, Batley, York, Woollen Manufacturers, 
Mar 20 at 11 at Batley Station Hotel. Scholefield and Taylor 
st,” Morpeth 
Harwood, Richard, jun, Bourton on the Water, Gloucester, Tailor, Mar 20 at 2 at 
Havard, William, Pensbury st, i ~ aaa rd, Clapham, Builder. 
office of Armstrong, ig nog hows i 
Hesketh, Spencer Bold, Rock Ferry, * Chester, Master Mariner. Mar 22 at 12 at office of 
Carruthers, Lord st, — . 
Malton, 
Hunter, Joseph, Cockermouth, Cumberland, Cabinet Maker. Mar 20 at 2 at office of 
P.. —_ Main st, Cockerm 
Bland’s 8 ct, st, t, York 
eo * Mary, 'y, Carmarthen, Publican. Mar 20 at 12 at office of Snead, 
st. Kay, King st, Cheapside 
Ketobes, James William, Cornwail rd, Stroud Green, Commission Agent. Mar 30 at 3 
Killick, Lewis a ae Kent, Farmer. Mar 19 at }11 at office of Monckton 
and Co, King st, Maidsto 
Bell, Eastcheap 
Lewis, John Davies, Ewenny, Glamor; organ, Tinplate Merchants. Mar 19 at 12.30 at 
ones, 
"Mar 19 at 11 at office of Mayo and Marsh, 


at 2 at Law Institution, Chancery lane. Goldring and Mitchell, Southampton st, 
Dunn, John, Darlington, Dahan, 
m.., uel Jam 
ouse Keeper. Mar 16 at 11 at offices of Allen and 
4 Worceste: 
Gill, Charles John, Hanley, Stafford, Commercial Traveller. Mar 15 at 11.30 at offices 
Campio: 
Glover, laa, Walsall, Stafford, Publican, Mar 19 at 11 at offices of Duignan and Co, 
Argyll st, Regent st. Bradley, Birmingham 
Hall, de Morpeth, Northumberland, Brewer. Mar 22 at 11 at office of Brett, Bridge 
office of Kendall, Bourton on the Water 
Mar 20 at2 at 
York, Joiner, Mar 19 at3 at Abbot’s Hotel, York. Walker and 
Langborne, Malton 
outh 
kson, FrederickiSmith, Selby, York, Fellmonger. Mar 21 at;12 at office of Shaftoe, 
ny Aloysius Jose, Lombard st, Counsellor of the Supreme Court of America. Mar 
at 83, Gresham 
at office of Kisbey, Cheapside 
Langley, Benjamin, Slough, Grocer, Mar 20 at 2 at 6, Arthur st East. Carter and 
Bell Hotel, Seer Tennant and Aberavon 


in? Yeovil, Somerset, Innkeeper. 


Little, J Joan, ait Dressmaker. Mar 19 at 3 at office of I peg East parade, Leeds 
— John, Burnley, Lancaster, Currier. Mar 16 at Queen’s Hotel, Leeds, in 
jie of ly named 


Mason, sf a , Stafford, Butcher. Mar 21 at 3.30 at office of 
“oe High st, Wednes 4 Met on 


owcroft, Alfred, Baiford Lancaster, Baker, Mar 19 at 3 at office of Thomson, 
Victoria st, Manchester 


Middlebrook, Johnson, Morley, York, Woollen Manufacturer, Mar 19 at 11 at office of 
Shaw, Bond Dews' 
Milligan, John, haven, Cumberland, Bank Accountant. Mar 21 at 2 at office of 


Braithwaite, Lowther st, Whitehaven 
degree, —— rough, Grocer, Mar 16 at 11 at office of Chilton, Mechanics’ 


Menpan, Chepetow, Monmouth, Wine Merchant Mar 20 at 11 at office of E 
office of Evans, 
area, igh Op Newport ? 
Morris, George Samuel, Guildhall chbre, Basinghall st, Merchant, Mar 19 at 12 at 
Guildhall Tavern. Gresham st. Honey, Aldermanbury 
Mubnns, George, Hornsey rd, Holloway, Grocer, Mar 15 at 3 at office of Elers, St 


’s crt, 
Nadin, John George, ‘ord, Lancaster, Professor of Gymnastics. Mar 21 at 3 at 
office of Humphreys, , Princess st, Manchester 
Nafzger, John, lid st, Limehouse, Baker, Mar 16 at 11 at office of Anning, 78, 
Nicholas, Alfred Essex, Farmer, Mar 20 at1l at White Hart 


ea gh 
Chelmsford. Wgodard a and sland foods Ia Hood, Ingram crt, Fenchurch st 
Nield, Aitredy South Lancaster, Provisio Provision Dealer. Mar 21 at 12 at office of Scarlett, 


London st, Kouthport. 
Nixon, Augusta syortfocting baceey” Beider. Mar 24 at 10,30 at office of Lambert, 


i, <2 >a Sussex, Builder. Mar 29 at 3 at office of Schomberg, ) 


roe George, Teignmouth, Devon, Hatter. Mar 19at 2 at office of Phillips, Small st, 

Phillips, Joseph, Romford, Essex, Corn Dealer. Mar 14 at 12 at office of Haynes and 
Cutten, South st, Romford 

ee, alter, Halifax, Butcher. Mar 24 at 11 at office of Rhodes, Commercial Bank 

Pilsworth, Harry, Cambridge, Coal Merchant. Mar 20 at12 at office of Ellison and 


a ay oo 


Bh ey, Mon Grocer, Mar 19 at 1 at office of Simons 
= we “ ymn oo eya — 
Ramsell, Eliza, Tamworth, Tobaced 


niet Mar 19 at 3 at office of Nevilland Atkins, 

Rande S Wiswrelty; Ccsinsthon, Catpentir: Mar 14 at 12 at office of Snead, 
Rasbeley, Jo John, ue, Combe St Nicholas, Somerest, Miller, Mar 20 at 12 at office of Collins, 
Richardson, Seer ine” tka baste Toe Mar 16 at 3 at office of 
nd Christian, Church st, 8 angen, Ironmonger, Mar 19 at 8 at 
agnor Ta Mar i6.at 3 at Bull and Mouth Hotel, Briggste, 


ae 
sd, BAIT eee omic, Pe, Mar 27 at 11 at office of Way- 


Shepherdson, William Whilam, Middlesborough, Grocer. Mar 14 at 3 at office of Catch, — 
pole, Wilson st, Middlesborough 
a Hen i Steeton, York, Publican. Mar 19 at 11 at office of Young, - 
peal Birmsingbasa, Baker. Mar 16 at 3 at office of Fallows, Cherry st, Birm, 
Smith, Reuben, Rtg A Worcester, Blacksmith. Mar 19 at 4 at office of Slingsby, 
Nuneaton. 
—_— Myf William, ‘Cambridge, Auctioneer. Mar 16 at 129 at office of Ellison and- 
etty Cury, Camb 
Spooner, James, a "Cte, Norfolk, Bricklayer. Mar 20 at 3 at office of Cates, 
wan st, Fakenham 
a , Torquay, Tailor. Mar 19 at 3.30 at Craven Hotel, Craven ” 


eg Thomas Geo: 
‘or 

ot Hamlyn, Tor Tonsnéter, Saddler. Mar 22 at3 at Reed Hotel, Yorkshire 

dale. Heap and Molesworth, Rochdale 


Butdlife, Dovid Roch 

Pag Nathaniel, Bow , Licensed Victualler. Mar 27 at 3at Inns of Court 
Hotel, Holborn. ——. weet Smithfield 
Tagart, Howell Goddard, 6 , Bootmaker. Mar 20 at 3 at 54, Cornmarket st, 

xford. Mallam, Oxford 

Ph nag Oliver Ross, Harrington, Cumberland, Draper. Mar 19 at 2 at office of Mason 
and Thom: Duke st, Whitehaven 

Ihomas, Richard, West Dean, Gloucester, Iron Manufacturer. Mar 19 at 2.30 at Bell, 
Hotel, Gloncester. Taynton, Gloucester 

Towers, John, Salford, Lancaster, Grocer. Mar 21 at 3 at office of Salomonson 
Kennedy st, ‘Manchester 

Tritschler, Ferdinand Henry, Carlisle, Cumberland, Watchmaker. Mar 2] at $ at office 
of Har; ve and Vince, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Vane, John, High Halden, Kent, Engine Proprietor. Mar 17 at 11 at Railway Hotel, 
Headcorn. Mace 

Vass, William, Afghan rd, Clapham Junction, Licensed Victualler. Mar 20 at 12 at 
office of Cooper, Broad st bldgs, Liverpool st 

Wareham, Henry, Blandford Forum, Dorset, Grocer. Mar 17 at 12 at office of Bren. 
nand, Blandford 

Waring, Samuel Thomas, Timonth Devon, Fruiterer. Mar 19 at 12 at Talbot Hotel, 
Bristol. Rooker and Co, Plymouth 

Weaving, Eliza, Ystalfera, Glamorgan, Licensed Victualler, Mar 16 at 11 at office of 
Evans and Davies, Wind st, Swansea 

Whee oe aa Hentland, Hereford, Miller, Mar 16 at 10.30 at office of Boycott, Palace 

erefo! 

Wheeler, Soci, Bix, Oxford, Licensed Victualler. Mar 15 at 3 at office of Slade, St 
Martin’s st, Wallingford 

White, » Tne ‘Thornhill, York, Farmer. Mar 21 at 3 at office of Marsden and Co, West 
gate, Wake 

Wilkinson, Richard, Bradford, York, Semmenget. Mar 20 at 3 at office of Haley, 

een Anne chbrs, Sun Brid; a Mabe 

Wilkinson, Thomas, Shanklin, Sebedahen. Mar 21 at 1 at offices of Needham, 
New inn. Strand 
illiams, Daniel, Lower Sloane st, parr Oil Hawker, Mar 10 at 1 at offices of 
Smith, "Leadenhall st 

Williams, Edward Dental, _Betioet, Glamorgan, Innkeeper. Mar 13 at 11 at offices of 

Willine, Frederick, West tb Wood G Ni Mar 2% at 1 at Queen's 
i a) C) es! reen, Nurseryman. 
Head Hi eta lett, Covent garden 

Wilmot, John, p naan st, 4, Beanews General Dealer, Mar 17 at 12 at offices of 
Plunkett and Leader, St reo eeneend 

vm. nd 7 peloeaer, uilder. Mar 22 at 12 at Wellington Hotel, Leicester, 

‘ow - and Co 
Wright, J wiiam, abe ed Grocer, Mar 14 at 3 at offices of Chip. 
. 
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SCHWEITZER’ S COCOATINA, 


‘Avti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

guasiod Fury soluble Coon of tho Fines Quali, 
Le te ounce it ‘‘the most nutritious, per- 
beverage Luncheon, or 

and invaluable for Invalids and dren. 

thiy commended by the entire M Press. 

Being without ae! 8 ch or other admixture, it suits 
palates, kee all climates, and is four times 
ot strength 0! prong THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 
starch, &C., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures. 
jnstantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 

costing less than a halfpenny. 
QocoaTINA 4 La VANILxz is the most delicate, digestible, 


i 


3 





apest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
chocolate is prohibi' 
n tin get 3s., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists 











the Sole Proprietors 


Mnwatran 00 00°10. “10, Adam-street, London, W.0. 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE » RES « MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
oer Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 


Judicial Bench, Corporation of London &c. ~* 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 

#4, CHANCERY LANE. LONDON 


BUDENTIAL ASSURANO#& COMPANY 


(LIMITED), HOLBORN BARS, LONDON. 


THIRTY-FOURTH ANNUAL REPORT, 
For the Year ending Sis 31st December, 1882. 


ie DIRECTORS have much pleasure in 
presenting their Report and Accounts for the year 


‘he reduction in the rate of expenditure in both 
has been continued during the year. 
The invested Funds of the Company, including the 
Capital, now exceed Three Millions—viz., Ordi- 
bec, £928,176; Industrial Branch, £2,119, 293, 
ORDINARY BRANCH. 
The New Business of this Branch for the year consists 
of 7,07 Policies, assuring the sum of £865,148, and pro- 
& New Annual Premium Income of £32, 777. 
The Claims of the year amount to £73,621, representing 
_ and 24 Endowment Assurances matured. 
The Annual Premium Income at the end of the year is 
£164,040, being an increase of £22,216 over the year 1881. 
pene ofthe year have been made principally 
M upon Freehold Property in Lon- 
ines of Expenditure of the Branch is less than Ten 
wis half per cent. on the Premium Income. 
INDUSTRIAL BRANCH. 
ums actually ba yee during the in this 
are £2,126,022 3s. 11d compared with the — 
fas 404 188. 5d. seceived & during 1881, venga 
crease of Premium Fegan of £276,527 5s. 6d. 
The Claims of the year amount to £773,813, an the 
total amount of Claims paid in this Branch is £4,559, 
The Investments of the year have been made in _ al 
Three per Cents., Loans upon Rates, and Freehold Ground 





The total expenses of this Branch, as compared with 
those of the previous year, show a reduction in the rate of 
Fraatisare of cast two and a half per cent. on the 


aie Goupany 6 now re resented in every part of the 
United Kingdom, and the charges for extension expenses 
nolonger appear in the accou 

EDGAR HORNE, Chairman. 


HENRY HARBEN, 
THOS. REID, } Directors. 
mee Be HUGHES, } Managers. 


od LANCASTER, Secretary. 


Rowry and LAW LIFE ASSURANCE 
4 IETY, 18, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C. 
NOTICE 18 HEREBY ome that, pursuant to the 
ions of the Deed Settlement, the ANNUAL 
GENERAL MEETING will be held at this office on Tues- 
day, the 20th day of March next, to receive the report of 
be Directors; to elect three Directors and two Auditors 





Toom of those who retire by rotation; to elect a 
Director in the room of oa John Dimond, Rsq., 
deceased, and for other busin 

The Chair will be taken at hal. 
ed c. iW: BEAIDOR, as 
Maral March 1, 1888, 5 ceary an jecretary. 


it 1 = "clock precisely, 





()XON and BERKS BANK, OXFORD, 


LEWIS, IN LIVERPOOL, 


AND THE 


PRovipinc or THE Best Tea To Famiures, Horets, 
AND PuBLIc AND PrivaTE INSTITUTIONS THROUGH* 
OUT THE Unitep Kincpom. 


HO ARE LEWIS’S? Well, Lewis’s are as 
well known in Liverpool as the Bank of 
England is known in London. Lewis’s began 
business in Liverpool thirty years ago, and Lewia’s 
have at this present time one of the very largest 
businesses in England. 


Lewis’s have not always sold Tea, but having a 
yery large number of employés to provide with az 
afternoon meal, Lewis's were struck with the dif- 
ficulty, of procuring a good drinkable and refresh- 
ing Tea for them ata moderate price. The ordinary 
Teas were perfectly abominable. Tired of the 
constant and not unreasonable complaints, and of 
fhe perpetual changing their tea-dealers, Lewis’s 
at last resolved to buy their Tea, for the use of 
their establishment, direct from the shippers, and 
to engage a qualified person to make the purchase. 
Lewis’s could hardly believe there could be such a 
change for the better in the cost and quality of the 
Tea so bought—but “‘ experience teaches.”’ Lewis's 
thought what was good enough for the use of all 
their establishments, public and private, would 
surely be good enough for the general public. 
Lewis’s then began to sell Teas to their friends, 
and at last were induced to make the sale public 
in Lancashire, where they sell twenty thousand 
pounds of Tea per week. Lewis’s now feel they 
have benefited only a small proportion of the 
population ; they intend, in future, to make their 
Tea known all over the United Kingdom. 


Lewis’s pure, splendid Tea is one stated price, 
2s. a pound. Lewis’s have no other price Tea, 
neither higher nor lower, and this Two Shilling 
Tea is fit for the Queen to drink. Two Shillings 
is a favourite price with Lewis’s, they having been 
able to supply the public with many excellent 
things at this price. Not till after much hard 
work did Lewis’s succeed in blending a splendid 
and most deliciously-flavoured Tea, which they are 
in- | giving to the public for 2s. a pound. Many tea- 

ealers charge the public 3s. and 3s. 6d. for a 
— quality. Lewis’s desire to be the universal 

liers of Tea. Tea is drunk in every house- 
o in the United Kingdom ; it should therefore 
be sold at a less profit than any other article of 
consumption, except bread. 


Lewis’s wish particularly to direct the attention 
of every family and every householder to the great 
advantage there is in buying Lewis’s Two Shilling 
Tea. The flavour is so good, and the strength so 
very great, that one pound goes farther than 
eighteen ounces of most other Teas, providing 
always the water boils thoroughly. The proof 
that te do not exaggerate the a in 
which their Two Shilling Tea is held, lies in the 
fact that they receive thousands of orders every 
day from all parts of the United Kingdom, 


Lewis’s would like members of the press all over 
the United Kingdom to write for a pound of 
Lewis’s Two Shilling Tea; they are sure to be 
satisfied and astonished with the result, Every 
hotel- se 300% and every public and private institu- 
tion throughout the country, should write to 
Lewis’s, in Liverpool, for a pound of Lewis’s Two 
Shilling Tea. The risk is not great; it is only to 
send two shillings in stamps to Lewis's, in Liver- 
se and in return they will receive a pound of 

plendid Tea, P mang! neatly in a box, carriage 
paid, to any address in the United Kingdom. — 





| Apprzss : LEWIS’S, IN LIVERPOOL. 





ESTABLISHED 1835. 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 


MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
200, 208, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 
a bmn Rey ec die 


TING, DECORATING, & HOUSE REPAIRS.— 





paearet Oak Furniture, Reproductions from Ancient 
Delon, &c. Bedroom Furniture, including Bedstead and 
B g, from £7 10s. per set, 
THIRTY LARGE SHOW ROOMS, 


Hewersoy, THEXTON, & Pgaxr, 


200, 208, and Tottenham Ww. 
fa foe = London, 
on reasonable terms 





PROVIDENT LIFE OFFIOE, 
50, REGENT STREET, W., & 14, CORNHILL, E.C. 





Ericact from Rapest of the Divesiens Se Gp ren B 
were received for Assurances amounting 
to 206; ee OF these, the Directors declined 276,100, and 
accepted £592,570, , the largest amount of new business 
ever done by the Office in one year. The New Premiums 
amounted to £19,211. 
Se a ean REE TS: OE, being £3,790 less 
thgn Sows Ser 108 
ie Aataend Heaiemne Qian lt Gounemn teiknbbde tied 


to £300,973. 
“ihe Invested Funds amounted to £9,200,086, ag com- 
pared with £2,207,986 in 1881. 
“* With the close of the year 1882 was com: apt rpg 
Quinquennial or Bonus period ; within 
been made, as will be coun on thn eloeine 























gress has 
figures :— 
Period of Amount of Amount of 
Five Years, New Premiums, New Assurances. 
£ £ 
1863 to 1867 58,913 1,742,905 
.1868 ,, 1872 58,706 1,763,498 
1873 ,, 1877 68,032 2,023,788 
1878 ,, 1882 88,175 2,683,111 
“The Q Valuation i a mano of 


£499,031 Bee perder the Deed of 

half must be reserved and will accumulate at iehoouns 

until the next division of Profits in 1888. The other half, 

_ = = ne vided between the Shareholders 

and Policyholders, in the pro ion required by the Deed, 

the Shareholders peat wel ,145 only, the Policyholders 

£241,370 18s. 10d., the reversionary value of which sum 

will be added to their Policies. 

eatin pes of _ Office, then, stands thus :—After 
z pro n for e' Liability, u a 

cringat nel Promiam: Vanaion, and fies wh ish 

tion of a us 8s. 10d. to the 

and £8,145 to the Shareholders, the ag en com. 


mences uinquennial period, dati the Ist 
of Janu wanes Parpl of £346,816 Ie. iin 
itself an lemen: and a source 

for the next Bonus distribution to made 


five 
hence. Under these conditions’ Gur titania ly 
1 unabated success, and of con- 
tinued progress.”’ 
Cates Sateen, So &c., can be obtained 


on ap 
CHARLES STEVENS, Secretary. 





ACCIDENTS !—64, CORNHILL. 
NO MAN IS SAFE FROM ACCIDENTS 
WISE MEN INSURE AGAINST THEIR COST! 


ACCIDENTS BY LAND OR WATER 
INSURED AGAINST BY THE 


RAILWAY PASSENGERS — COMPANY, 


The Oldest and ace oe ay. euiew against 


SUBSCRIBED cAPITAL, “suehiane. 
PAID-UP CAPITAL AND RESER £250,000. 
MODERATE PR EMIUMS. 
Bonus allowed to Insurers after Five Years. 
£1,840,000 
HAS BEEN PAID AS COMPENSATION, 
Apply to the Clerks at the Railway Stations, 


Agents. 
Or 8, GRAND HOTEL BUILDINGS, CHARING CROSS, 
or at the Hzap Orrics—64, CORNHILL, LONDON. 

Wittram J. Vian, Secretary. 





OMMEROIAL UNION ASSURANCE 


pital PPP PPP er Perey 22,500,000 
Mal pad 4 eeccce -cessescccecs eeesese 250,000 
e Funds in Trust for Life Policy- 
holders exceed ... = anes oreeseces wz 
Total Annual Premium Income ex any 


Curse Orricas: 19 anv 20, CORN 
Wsst Exp Orricgz: 8, PALL MALL, DON. RW. 
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OTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN, That on WEDNESDAY, 25Tu or Apr Next, the Senate will proce 
to ELECT EXAMINERS in the following departments :— 

















Exdminerships. Salaries. Present Examiners. Edaminerships. Salaries. Present Examiners, 
Ants axD Sorsycs. (Each.) , a Laws, a (Bach) 
James 8. Reid, +» LG.M., M.A. 'woin Jurisprudence, Roman Law, , , A. . q 
Two in Classics Oe ee eA TE Principles of ‘Legislation, and} ho [TF Bei Bete GO ey 
Two in The English Language, Lite} ep Pred. J. W. Malone Mle PS EPS o 
re, fi a. * rof, Henry Morley, LL.D. in Equity and Real Propert Percy W. Bunting, Esq., M.A. 
Two in The French Language and} yo) _{ B. P. Buisson, Bey. M.A, ee a "} 50 ree pane 
Two in The psa Znisntie ail Pref, Althay Ph Dp Two in Common Law and!Law and t0 {04 Anstie, Oa Qc. 
spe Merman Senenare AE) gy SE A 6 Principles of Holdence = + F. A. Philbrick, B6q., BAS Q.0, 
Two in dag thy Bagh Bel y~# Two in Constitutional History of} 25 feel _— Heqy(M.A, 
Now Testament, the Boidences of 6 {RAV Prot. Leathes, D.D., M.A. seiiauaal 
poe 5 Stead Religion, and Serip- acant. 
ure History - + ~ - Mxvrorrs, , 
Twoi nie James Ward, Esq., M.As ; ' C. Hilton Fagge, Esq., M.D. 
wo in Mental and Moral Science ~ 120 —, Artes Two in Medicine ° ° 150 Vacant, 
Two in Political Bo y * 30 beg Bonamy Price, LL.D., M.A. do tes Bede é ; y 150 {oe en Woe eRe, M.Ch,, Mu, 
Two in Mathematics and Natural B, Williamson, Esq., M.A.,F.B.S. f ; 
Philosophy - " . : } 200 Berg ’ ’ , meat i o as 100 {¥, a. Howse, Esq., M.8., M.B, 
. P Prof. William Garnett, M.A. 
Two in Experimental Philosophy - 120 » 7 
Vaca Swoin Pinsalore = + + ton [PR Ar Comer DoF 


: ; Prof. Dewar, M.A., F.R.S. 
Two in Chemistry - 4 - 200 {Pre T, E. Thorpe, Ph.D,,\F.B.S. Medicine - ‘ 75 {i M. Duncan, Esq.; M.D., LL.D, 
Two in Botany and Vegetable Physi-} rg { Sydney H. Vines, Hea., D.80 M.A. Two in Obstetric ~ Henry Gervis, Esq., M.D. 
ology - ‘ ° “ a4 scant. in Materia Medica and Pharma- Prof. F. T. Roberts, M.D.,|B.8c. 
Two 3 is 0 parative Anatomy and} 399 (Prof. A. Macolistor, MD. M.A. F-R-S. Twoia ia ea etea. rs 8 { Voeans. ; 


Prof. A. Milnes Marshall,M.D.,D.8c., 
ws . A. J, Pepper, Esq., M.8., M.B. 
Two in Forensic Medicine - . 50 {a3 av. Poore, MD PRS. 





Two in Geology and Palacontology- = 78 { EIT Vieathoborts, kad, Dor MLA. 
The Examiners above-named are re-eligible, and intend to offer themselves for re-election. _ : ’ 
Candidates must send in their names to the Registrar, with any attestation of their qualifications they may think desirable, on or befor 
TUESDAY, Marcu 27ru. It is particularly desired by the Senate that no personal application of any kind be made to its individul 











embers. 
By order of the Senate, 
University of London, Burlington-gardens, W., ARTHUR MILMAN, M.A., 
March 6th, 1883. Registra 
ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY. Price 108, 6. 
i 1836. UTH ° 

FIRH AND LIVE, AT HOME Ai ABKOAD. ell Bs ee won | THE YEAR'S DECISIONS; 
Hav Orr :—Lo: ° ° 

aan... . oes The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1880. A DIGEST 

Life Premiums ... ... «4.  «. 381,000 - 

Interest. foots wee wee 380,000 OF ALL THE 


+ Every requisite under the above Acts ed on the 
Accumlated Funds —., §.. «89,708,000 ote sep se o CASES DECIDED IN THE SUPREME Cont 
OF JUDICATURE, 








ESTABLISHED 1851. The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 


























Bi 2523255 2.4.5 K--| acy. T 
be . MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 
Southamptaz lane. , = : 
Sachi heceaeih Apo asretione ae tk Gecibation, BHARE GURTEFICATES, URES, | BANKRUPTCY AND ROCLESTASTIOAL COU 
of other Bankers, and Interest allowed.on the minimum | $c. engraved and printed... OFFICIAL designed ' 
monthly balanc Fay Rredlgg ete Rerayl ~ oe pee pa as ON, renting hey Witk 
receives money on Deposit at Three per Interest, PINs et eos APPEALS TO THE HOUSE OF LORDS AND 
repeyabia *@ The Bank for its Solicitors’ Account Books, ; ee 
sod Olner ceonstnias “Valuables the poe Siesta PRIVY COUNCIL; sna 
$ 0} J : 
Bills of Dividends, and. Cou; the ALSO 
purchase and sale’ of Btocks “and 8 fen ct| RICHARD FLINT & CO ad : 
Credit and Cirenlar Notes issued. n 
A Pamphlet, with full particulars, on application. (late ASH & FLINT), CASES DECIDED IN THE SUPERIOR couRTs 
FRANCIS RAVENSOROFT, Manager Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, IRELAND ; 
— man, am 49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner | Fou Sup ov Novsitene, 1881, 10 20p oF Surrexsss, ls 
of Serjeante’-inn). 
G O L D P E N 9 Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed By EDMUND FULLER GRIFFIN, Esq., Bi. 
WITH DIAM Barrister-at-Law. 
oe a AN IMPORTANT CONVENIENCE TO LAW WRITERS 
ecieememeliarics: ~~" ypamee itself to any AND SOLICITORS. LONDON : 27, CHANOERY-LANE, W.C. 
‘ : STEPHENS’ SCARLET INK FOR STEEL PENS, | —— 
Price 6d. each; post-free, 7d. This new Ink ou lies the demand continuall made but K INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. 
With White Metal Pocket Holder, complete .. .. 1s. | Rover before met, tor @ Red Ink which is ee hia ink 
Plated Pati ordan’s Best Silver Pocket Holders— | for months do not impair the beanty of its colour, nor are K ™424N's LL WHISKY. Pare, Mil 
Fase Palms comna <:S: <M S| the Pou ie he lettered ty Tie ening et | VX." sad ‘uno, Dao, a, Ygy,n 
Fluted Patiern, Telescopic .. .. .. =. 10s, 6d. if used with other than Gold or Quill Aosegiie hyp rong Universally recemmended by 
Other patterns in great variety. colour is a very rich scarlet red of great beauty. Th ¢ AHAN’S LL WHISKY. 


colour of this ink is not affected by use upon Vege | 


and is consequently of great value to So : The Cream of Old Irish Whiskies,  ._ . 
Dranghtsmen. 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, ,ceoaesumdn soya Ke eee ae a 
, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, SOLD BY ALL Stations, Ethel cit, Lomteny Ws 














obs 








